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The Deity, Worſhip, and Satisfaction of the 
Lord FESUS CHRIST, &c. 


». An Humble Inquiry into the | 7, An Examination of Mr, Leſlie's 
Scripture-Account of the Deity | Laſt Dialogue, about the Sa- 
of Jeſus Chriſt. Anno 1702. tif action of Jeſus Chriſt; and 

2. A Vindication of the Worſhip | of Dr. Stillingfleer*s Reaſons of 
of the Lord Jeſus Chriſt on | Chriſt's Sufferings. 1708. 
Unitarian Principles; in An- | $. A Letter to Dr. Willis (now 
Fwer to Mr. Joſ. Boyſe, referring] Biſhop of Gloceſter) concerning 

to his Dublin Edit. 470, 1706, | Perſecution. 1705. S 

3. The Supreme Deity of God | 9g. An Inquiry into the Original 
the Father demonſtrated, a-] Authorityof 1 John 5.7. 1715. 

Fgainſt Dr. Sherlock. 1707. | 10. Dr. Bennet's New Theory of 

- 4+ A Vindication of the Biſhop of | the Bleſſed Trinity examined. 

Gloceſter, from Dr. Sherlock's rk. | 
Charge of Hereſy. 1707. 11. Quere, Whether (on Mc. 

5. Remarks on Mr. Leſlie's firſt | Wall's Principles) Baptiſm was 

Dialogue, againſt the Socinians. intended for any but ſuch as be 

1708. I pPeirroſelyted to Chriſtianity. 17 10. 

6. A Vindication of the Remarks. 12. An Anſwer to Mr. Martin's 
. D.iſſertation on x Joh. v. 7. 


| Io0ð which is prefix d, 
A true Narrative of the Proceedings of the Diſſenting Mi- 
niſters of Dublin againſt the Author, and of his Proſe- 
cution and Sufferings, &c. 5 | 
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2 Tim. 2. 9. Wherein 1 ſuffer Trouble as an  Evil-doer, even unto 
Bonds; but the Word of God is not bound. | 
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NARRATIVE 
: OF TRR 


Proceedings of the Diſſentin Mini- 
ſters of Dublin againſt Mr. THOMAS 
EML TVN; e  —Þ 

And of his Proſecution (at ſome of the Diſ⸗ 
ſenters Inſtigation) in the Secular Court, 

and his Sufferings thereupon, for his 

Humble Inquiry into the Scripture Account 

of the Lord Jeſus Chriſt: Annis 1702, 3, 


— l | — — * — — * 
2 ejus eſſe qui pro * u 

I „ + > TR 
Maud eios 6: megdtrmgionyres wgeoflu gy —— 18 dn 
au (ah Tis &us weTeNon, Cc. Happy are thoſe Presbyters 
who have finiſhed- their Courſe——— for they are in no 
fear of being caſt out from their appointed Station. Clem. 
| Rom. Epiſt. c. 44. | 7 > 5 8 5 
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FP the great End of publiſhing this 
AS Tee Narrative, had been to disburden my 


my ill Uſage, or to load the Authors 
| "= of it with Reproach, I ſhould not 
have delay'd it for ſo many Tears; / Paſſion is 
more in haſte, than to bear fifteen or ſixteen Years 
voluntary Reſtraint. I thank God I have no re- 
vengeful Diſpoſition towards the keeneſt of my 
Enemies; and am ſo far from any Uneaſineſs 
at the Remembrance of my Sufferings, that no 
Scene of my Life yields me more ſolid Satisfac- 
tion: The Peerleſt Unequal'd Majeſty of the One 
God and Father of all, appears to me both ſo evi- 


* 


tian Religion, and ſo directly impugned in later 


which is the very Baſis of Chriſtianit. 

But ſiffte, what ia me was run down with 
Heat and Fury, as Error, Hereſy and „ 
F A 2 „„ 
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Mind of any uneaſy Reſentments of 


dent and ſo important à Doctrine in the Chriſ- 


Ages, that if ever 1 would be tempted to glory 
in any Suffering, it ſhould be in ſo noble a Cauſe, 


Eo ů —ů HH "oa 8 


A Narrative of the Proceedings 
has (notwithſtanding worldly Diſcouragements) 
appear'd to have the Evidence of Truth to many 
ſerious judicious Inquirers, both in the eſtabliſn- 
ed Church, and among the Diſſenters, Teachers 
and People; I think I may. venture more freely to 
lay my 10 before the World, in my.owa. juſt 

Vindication ; and to appeal te the wiſe and cha- 
ritable, whether they were ſuch, whoſe Tregt- 
ment of me will be related in this Narrative; and 
whichiwas very different from the more Chriſtian 
and tender Uſage which ſome others, in like 
Caſe and Circumftances, bave found among their 
more candid and compaſhonate Brethren here. 
Tho 1 am ſenſible there are many here alſo, who 
from an ungovery'd Zeil ate forward v9 hereti- 
cate, anathematize and excommunicate their 
Chriſtian Brethren, and to depoſe and caſt off 
their Paſtors; merely for not aſſenting to their 
- uaſcriptural Opinions, and not ftretching their 


Faith beyond the antient Creed and ptimitive 
Rule; to whom this Narrative may poſſibly be 
uſeful, as a Caution not to be violent and preci- 


pitate in doing what ne terwards think 


» © 


of with Repentance themſelves, or hear of with 
juſt Reproach from others; | 
Indeed the intemperate Zeal of theſe Men is the 
chief occaſion, of my publiſhing this Narrative 
now, which had been for the ſubſtance of it com- 
poſed many years. ſince, when the Facts were 
new, and which might otherwiſe have lain by 
me in ſilence. For tho I could eaſily forbear 
troubling the World with any publick Com- 
plaiats of my ow]¹' n ivjarious Treatment, bow 
grievous ſoever, wbile it reach'd no farther than 
my ſelf; yet when 1 find the like uncharitable, im- 
poſing, and per ſecuting Spirit, ſo ready to flame 
out among ſome (tho I hope not the moſt conſi- 
derable) of the Piſſenting Teachers dercn 
. K Toe 


1 . Thomas aud 


thoſe who are of the ſame (or like) Ferſuaſian 
with me; I think 1 may be juſtify'd, in acquaint- | 
ing the. World with ſame of the Fruits and Ten- 
dencies of this unchriſtian Spirit: a Spirit that 3 
acts under the like Pretence of Zeal for Chriſt, 
with theirs, who! with Fire from Heaven ſought "0 
to conſume the unbelieving Samaritans; but that 
bitter and well. meant Zeal was rept cached for 
its Ignorance, and rebhuked with ludignation, by 
the Holy Jeſut, whoſe Honour 1 pretended to Lake 9. 
ſeek, - ning — i bo 2 55,565 
Has n braught up in t Prote Reli- 

ſincereliy 2 tlie Principles of 
1 1-1 Ga and acpordingly-thonght (what 

all debe Frobeſtants profeſs) that 1 ought not to 

take my Religion upon the credit of the common 
Vogue, the Authority of Doctors and Sy nods, or 

the Laws of the State 5 hut that Lought ta ſearch 

the Holy Scriptures, a the ſafeſt and unetring 
Guide of Faith „Worbhip and Practice I had often 

heard and read, that: the Reverend. relates and 
Doctors of the Qhurch of Exgland, have loryd 

allowing ta:Chriftiadis a judgment of Diſcretion 5 f 

in Matters of Religion v and knew'the Reforma- | 
er from ine had been founded on that Prin- | 
Siple. Bin ode 
L once thon it them very there in this matter, 


| they required Men tp examine the 
Dodrines of their Teachers by the Word of God, 
they truly ãutended Chriſtians ſhould do 38 they ä 
taught them, er Incqering: i Ferenble | 
Wrath thereby. 
| had: further ben inſtracted, chat i in all. the 
important Articles of the Chriſtian. Faith, a good 
Chriſtian is boundrta an open Profeſſian; yea, and 
2 ſober Methods, to ptopagate Truth and 
Knowledge; that he muſt not only believe with 
bis * but ald hs with hir Month; = 
A 3 1 * * 


N 


oy 


vi 
Mark 8. 
38. 


Dr. Scot's 
Diſcour. 
vol. 1 „ 2:6. 
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A Narrative of the Proceedings 
that to be aſhamed of Chriſt: and his Words, is 
at the peril of our eternal Salvation. Not to 
© profeſs viſibly, what we believe to be true Re- 


Q 


that believes that This is the Will of: God, 
and is aſham'd or afraid openly to avow it; de- 


R 6 „ 6 


he fears Man more than God.“ 


I; might well think it was really intended by 4 


Proteſtants, that a Man ſhould be encouraged in 


an honeſt Search after. Truth, and a ſober Pro- 
feſſion of what he ſincerely: judged to be ſo; and 
not ſuffer the loſs of his Liberty and Livelihood 
for doing what he is required by God, and even 
directed to do, by themſelves. It had look'd 
like an injurious Reproach in me to have thought 
any ſo hypocritical, as to cry up the people's 
Liberty to ſearch the Scriptures, and to ſee, 


with the noble (and ſo oft applauded) Bereans, 
whether what their Teachers ſay be canformable 


thereto; and at the ſame time to carry an Inten- 


tion to ruin them, if they dare tell the: World, 


eſpecially if they bring ſtrong Proofs, that they 
find the-Scriptures ſay otherwiſe. . ee. 
1Thadipfr heard the Romiſh. Church :triumph'd 


'y 0 


. . over, with juſt Reproach, (if others did not imi- 


tate her) for'treating her Members in ſo ſervile a 
manner, keeping them by a Spiritual Tyranny, 


in the moſt ignominious Bondage of an implicit 
blind Faith in their Teachers: I thought ſurely 
Proteſtants maſt love the Light, and fear no ra- 
tional Inquiry into their Doctrines; but upon 
the Principles by which my Sufferings are to be 
juſtify'd, I am at a loſs to know what diffe- 
renge*there is in this point, which is one of the 
worſt Articles of Popery. The Church of Rome, 
I think, deals more above-bdard in the caſe, ſhe 
intends to ruin ſuch as contradict her RC 3 

5 ur 


ligion, is an open diſowning of God; for he 


clares either, that he is aſham'd of God, or that 3 


. 


| againſt M. horas bh 3 vii 
but then ſhe locks up the Scrif ptüres from them, . 
and plainly warns the People” at to {c 15 b, fr 
trouble themſelves about ſoc, Fr atters, bu (Pr 
content to believe as the Cliufch believes * all. 
adventures. This is plain dealing, tho it he very. 
unreaſonable z and is much fairer, than if ſhe ſet 
up ber Doctors, dy writing and prenchingart® 
urge Men, on pain of eternal Condemnation, to . 


5 ſearch the Scriptures, and not abſolutely to ſwal-. 
1 low the Dictates of the Church, agaiuſt the Word, 
þ of God, and then abetted the 58 ar Axm ĩ in ruin 
ing them for 8 Herefy of preferring the Evid 85 
of Scripturè to her erronepts.Jadgment. - 
1 The Vaſſals of Rome are lik their Idols, they 
d have Eyes hut cannot fee, for the; Key of 50 7 
T ledge is taken from them; but Proteſtants. in the, 
's Caſe I am ſpeaking of) have Be which can. a 
85 do, but moſt not ſee, at leaſt have Mont! 8, bu ; 
* mult not ſpeak : And this is the _ ardeſt Boh- 
le dage of al]; for if 4 Man may gol profeſs 4 94 
- WF moſt im wportagt Tears, 1 Finds clear ad 
d, evident in 'the Hot Sciipthbes What end. 
Y MY ſhonld he read and Rearch then 7 15 i oily to 
| torture his Mind with uneaſy d en on his 
d unrighteoos Impriſonment of the Truth? Tis 
i- much better to be ignorant With an implicit 
A Faith, than, by much Inquiry, to gain the Know- 
7 ledge of Truths we dare not countenance nor 
it own, on a jaſt occaſion. N 
ly I could not but obſerve, that Perſecution for 
a- Religion, and merely ſpeculative Opinions which 
on hurt no Man's Civil Right, had been oft and ge- 
be nerally condemned by Proteſtants of this Age; 
fe- and that nothing laid a greater Odium on a late 
he neighbouring Prince than this, wa he perſecuted 
+ his peaceable Proteſtant Subjeds, tho *twas un- 
e 


der the Charge of Hereſy and 740 phemy. And 
indeed where Charity is eſteem'd Fan with St. 


A 4 Paul) 


92 9080 


VIII 


1 Cor. 1 
ult, 


3+ Pau 
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A Narrative of the Proceedings 
ul, the greateſt, of Virtues, even greater. than 
Faith in all Myſteries, there Perſecution , the 


moſt eryel oncharitable thing in the World, muſt 
needs be deem'd the greateſt of Crimes; for 


which teaſon, that Apoſtle reproaches himſelf 
as the Chief of Simers, becanſe he had been, tho 

wirh good Meaning, à Perſecutor, the worſt of 
Crintinals. I think tis leſs wicked in the fight 
of God, for the matter. of the Sin, to rab a Man 
on the Road, from Neceſlity, than to ſpoil him 
of his Goods and Liberty, and to afflict him with 
Tortures and Reproaches for not making a Sur- 
render of his Conſclence; the one aims: to rob 


a Man of his. Money, the other of the Peace of 


his Mind, and his Eternal Salvation: it looks 
like a fort of Malice againft God himſelf, and is 
certainly a worſe Hereſy than any differing Opi- 
1159 about the Senſe of a. Text of Scripture. 


 Papiſts indeed may per ſecute more cruelly. (as 


* 


rug migbt bave heen burnt) but then 'tis to 


the Lord Chief ju 5 told me, in Spain or Por- 


be conſider d, that they act upon Principle, tho 
a wicked one; which, we know, heighteas Cru- 
elty, when ' tis baptiz d with the Name 1 

and numbred among the Graces of Religion: but 


Proteſtants act againſt their profeſſed Principles, 
doing Violence to their Brother and their Religi- 
on at once; and they harden Papiſts, when at the 


ſme time they reptoach and imitate them. And 
I ſhould. but argue juſt as our Lord Jeſus 


olence, the Impriſonments, ſpoiling of Goods, 


and Temporal Ruin, which lies at the door of 


thoſe Antichriſtias and cruel Oppreſſors. 


: N TELE 2G 5 "Tis 
3 


Piety, 


him- 
| ſelf did, (Mar. 23. 33.) if I ſhould ſay, that per- 

ſecuting Proteſtants, by oppreſſing Men for mere 
Conſcience, do bring upon themſelves all the 
righteous Blood, at leaſt the Guilt of all the Vi- 


1 4 
230 


r 


\ 
* © 


againſt Mr. Thomas Emlyn. 
_ *Tis a weak Plea, to ſay, Error may be puniſh'd, 
but not Truth, when all ſides take themſelves for 
Orthodox; ſo that on this foot Perſecution muſt 


o round the Earth, ſeehing whors. to devour,” A 


lan had as good ſay plainly, tis a Sin for any 
others to per ſecute, but that tis his ſole Privi- 
lege to do it when he judges it fit. 
bis, if any r ory be univerſal Right of 
Mankind, to exerciſe a liberty of Judgment and 
Conſcience, in matters of Faith and the Worſhip 


of their great Creator; and to lay the Reaſons 


of their Faith and Worſnip, ſoberly and ho- 
neſtly befofe others, that they may mutually im- 
part and receive Iaſtruction in ſo important a 


Concern : and ſo long as there is no violation off 


natural Religion, of common juſtice, and other 
ſocial Vertues on which civil Societies are founded, 
what harm can this Liberty do? It was for the 
Preſervation of Mens Temporal and Civil Rights 
alone, that they came into Communities under 
Government; and not to ſubmit their Conſcien- 


| ces to any Mortal Rulers, in the matters of po- 


ſitive Revelation and Inſtitution; where they are 


already under the determination of an higher 
Authority, not to be ſuperſeded or limited by 
any Combination or Agreement of Men, no, not 


of all the Men on Earth. 1 


I know 'tis pretended, that the Peace of So- 
cieties is oft diſturbed 'by different Opinions and 


Ways of Worſhip, openly profeſſed and prac- 
tis d: but, tho any thing may prove an occa- 
ſion of private Jars between Man and Man, I 
can't ſee that different Opinions in Religion, 
unarmed with ſecular Terrors, ſhould ever af- 
fect the Publick, more than Differences in many 
other Points; in which, tho of leſs importance 


| Than the matters of Religion and Salvation, we 


H 2 41 | 


cou'd 


1X 


Xx 4 Narrative of the Proceedings 
* cou d not without the | higheſt injury have our 
Liberty reſtrain'd by fore. 


5 * Violence and Reſtraint makes the Strug- 
gle, and raiſes thoſe Enmities, which die away 
In a ſettled Calm of ſecure Liberty; andꝭ there- 

fore Elijab (at that time a Diſſenting perſecuted 

x Kings Prophet) told the perſecuting King Ahab, I 
18.18 have not troubled lſrael, but Thou, and thy Father's 
Houſe baud il to 166 SHOVSOH 5 W en, = 
Men may fancy ſome countenance given to their 
Deut. 13. Severities from the Jewiſh Law; but *tis a dif- 
honour to the Holy Jeſus, to make the Practices 

of an hard- bearted People, (who were diſpenſed 

with in ſome things not moſt excellent in them- 

ſelves) a pattern to his Diſciples; who are bound 

to exceed them ſo far, in his New Commandment 

of Love and Goodneſs: And yet, *tis a plain 

Truth, that the Jewiſh Law it ſelf never war- 

ranted ſuch Severity as Chriſtian Per ſecutors ex- 

erciſe. It did never teach them to deſtroy or 

afflict their Brethren, who believed in the Ore 

True God, and reverenced his Law as the facred 

Rule of their Faith and Worſhip, only becauſe 

they differ'd in their Iater pretation of ſome parts 

of it, or in the Inferences they drew from thence. 

No, *twas only ſevere. toward ſuch as ſet up 

other Gods, beſides him who was their King 

and State-Governor, or acted in a known Op- 


K poſition to his Laws, by ã Rebellion, which tended 
4 dio ſubvert the very Civil Conſtitution of that 
Theocracy. Therefore, tho the Sadduces erred 
bl greatly in their Interpretations, not knowing the 
WW Scriptures; and thought there was no Réſur- 


rection, nor future Rewards, yet! were they 
I not perſecuted, but admitted. into Govern- 
1 ment, and into the ſacred Offices of the Prieſt- 
hood; nor did our Lord blame the Jews for this 
Toleration, or rather Comprehenſion. Tis po 

thing 


N againſt Mr. Thomas Emlyn. ki 
WM thing to caſt off the known Laws of God, by a 
direct or. deſigned Oppoſition, | and another to 
3 _ miſunderſtand, or unwillingly miſtake them; ſo 
that the beggarly Elements of Judaiſm, out- do, 
3 in Charity and Mercy, the Chriſtianity of ſome 
1 in this degenerate Age; tho Charity be the diſ- 


" WM tinguiſhing Badge of a Chriſtian, and not of a 


. SW. 1 F 
— Might not any Proteſtant then, all theſe things 
_ conſidered, venture upon a ſerious Examination 
of Modern Creeds by the Light of Revelation, 
the. Words of Chriſt's own Mouth, and the 
5 Writings of his Inſpir2d Apoſtles? Or might 
| not I, who had been brought up in a diligent 
Study of the Scriptures, and admitted to be a 
—_ Teacher of others, juſtly. expect the liberty of Fl 
5 declaring what I judged to be the Doctrine of 
the Goſpel, tho rejected by others not more in- 
4 fallible an ?: innen by in dn mot © 
= | am ſure J was under too ſerious Imprefſions 
; and Concern of Soul to treat the Argument with 
ludicrous Deriſion, or indecent Scurrility, or any = 
real token of deſigned Contempt of the Holy 
Jeſus. 1 wrote my Humble Juquiry, &c. as one 
| grieved in Spirit andi afflicted, . forſaken of my 
People, and my Friends, and abandoned to the Re- 
/ proaches, [ndignation, or Contempt of all round 
about me; caſt out as a deſpiſed broken Veſſel, 
S in which is no Pleaſure: ſo that I had nothing to 
: ſupport me in this Caſe, but that I was main- 
i taining the Cauſe of the God of Gods, and the 
; Truth of Jeſas bis Son. And tho I had given all 
2 the proof of my acting conſcientiouſly, : that a 
ö Man could give, in quitting my beneficial Sta- 
. tion among the Diſſenters quietly and eaſily; 


retiring from all the Reſpects, and even from all 

further Acquaintance of my Friends, into a ſilent 

and neglected Obſcurity; and this, in the very 
. Vigour 


G 
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Vigour of my Age (at 38 Years) when, if ever 
] was capable of ſignifying any thing, I might 
moſt have expected it: yet was I numbred a- 
mong the vileſt Tranſgreſſors and Blaſphemers. 
The Pulpits ſounded with Hereſy and Blaſphemy, 


to beget abhorrence; and I was proſecuted ſand 


Heb. 10. 


treated as if 1 had written with. the profaneſt 


Scorn in deriſion of Chriſtianity : nor could I ever 


hear of any other Precedent the Lord Chief- 
Juſtice offer d, but of one A.- d, who had been 
convicted of Blaſphemy, for calling our Saviour 
a Baſtard or Son of a W ——, and my Caſe 
muſt be like his; and ſo under Forms of Law, 
1 was made a Gazing-ſtock, and a Companion to 


them, in Bonds, and ſuffered the ſpoiling of my 


Goods; but with this allay, that it was in hopes 
of a more enduring Subſtance, 5 

I am well aſſured, the true Chriſtian Faith is 
no ſuch timorous and tender thing, as to fear 
an exact Examination, or that a Chriſtian may 
not debate about it, at any leſs Peril than a Tur 
diſputes his Alcoran; and that it tends to the 
diſcredit of any Cauſe or Religion, when Texts 


and Arguments ſeriouſly alledged, muſt be anſwer d 
by Jayls and Fines; according to Tertullian s Sar- 


caſm, Ex officina carnificum ſolvunt argumenta, 

But no Religion loſes its Credit by Perſecution, 
ſo much as the Chriſtian; becauſe it makes ſuch 
high Demands of Meekneſs, Patience, and Cha- 


rity from all its Diſciples; and repreſents its 
Holy Author as an utter Enemy to all injurious 


Uſage of any Man, on the ſcore of his different 
Faith: the whole burden of the New Teſta- 
ment, is Tendernefs and Meekneſs, to thoſe who 


iffer in matters of doubrful Diſputation, tho ne- 
ver ſo great. Therefore, if Chriſtians perſecute, 


| oppoſe themſelves, and much more to. thoſe who 


Infidels and Alieas will cither think their Reli- 
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was the baniſbing Arias, 


againſt Mr. Thomas Emlyn. 


their Religion, and ſo will ſuſpect it; which is 
not likely to make em Proſelytes. Let me here 
uſe the excellent words of Dr. Goodman. © 


xili 
gion teaches to do ſo, and then they will hate 
it; or they'll think ſuch Chriſtians don't believe 


Serm. 


c Perſecution Religion it ſelf is made odious, P- 289. 


« and loſes its principal Glory of being ratio- 
ce nal, and Men are tempted to ſuſpect that to 
te he deſtitute of good Proof, which needs to be 


ee ſapported by force; and all Religions (like 
©« Colours in the dark) are alike, when the uſe. 
of Reaſon is laid aſide, and Force ſupplies 


« the place of it: Where tis become the faſhion 
cc to knock Men ON the head, who will not be 
« converted; it will not ſeem worth the while 
&« to take pains to convince em. And, in ſhort, 
ci the very Temper of N Religion it ſelf will be 
«< ſupplanted, and only a dull ſottiſh Compliance 


. and Hypocriſy ſacceed in its room.” 


* 


And yet how many who pretend a Zeal for 


the Chriſtian Religion; are willing and forward to 


doit all this Ifjury,? ?: 


” & 


Il deny not the Arans in their turn, to have 


- 


been very guilty of this Crime, nor will I excuſe 
in them, any more than in their Adverſaries, 
ſo baſe a Practice, tho it was in retaliation of the 
Cruelties they had felt. For the firſt Authors 
of Chriſtian Magiſtrates Perſecution, were them 
of the Nicene Faith. The firſt Severity (ſays the 


late Biſhop of Sarum, in his excellent Preface to 


Lactant. &c. it hat r on one another, 
4 few of his Followers. 


We find in Socrat. Hiſtory, that Conſtantine, who |. 1. c. 9. 


afterwards baniſhed fbanaſius for Crimes, ba- 
niſhed Arius for his Faith, and made it imme- 
diate Death for any to keep ſo much as one of 


his Books; which I think was a Severity beyond 
CCC 


* 


xiv Narrative of the Proceedings 
any of the French Edicts, and which the Arians 
did afterwards revenge with Unchriſtian Cruelty. 
But might it not be hoped, that the Spirit of 
Perſecution was long e'er this laid, and that 
Proteſtants were grown wiſer, by long and ſad 
Experience? Of this the Reader may judge by 
the following Relation, now drawn out into Form, 
at this cool diſtance of many Years. And tho 
I have uſed the Freedom of an Hiſtorian in re- 
lating ſome things that may be ungratefal, even 
to my Friends; yet not any but what I think 
are true, nor theſe with any Aggravations, that 
1 judge forced or unjuſt. I rejoice not in vexing, 
reproaching, or grieving any, who may not have 
uſed me well; but *tis my defire they ſhould be 
aſhamed of their ancharitable impoſing Princi- 
ples, or-elſe that others may guard againſt 
them, by knowing their hurtful, if ſtill approved 
Practices. , TS AITES Wb 
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＋ I had been a Preacher in Dublin (together with 
Mr. F. Boyſe) for eleven Years, . to.a Congregation 
of Proteſtant Diſſenteys; who were generally a 
ſober and peaceable People, not unworthy of 
my; Love, nor had been wanting in any Teſtimo- 
nies of Affection and Reſpe@ that I could rea- 


ſonably deſire or expect from them. 
I own I had been unſettled in my Notions from 

the time I read Dr. Sherlock's Book of the Tri- 
nity, which ſafficiently diſcovered how far many 
were gone back toward Polytheiſm ; 'I long 
tried what I could do with ſome Sabellian Turns, 
making out a Trinity of fomewhats in one ſingle 
Mind. I found that by the Tritheiſtical Scheme 
of Dr. Sherlock and Mr. Howe, 1 beſt preſerved a 
Trinity, but 1 loſt the Unity; by the Sabellian 
Scheme of Modes and Subſiſtences, and Properties, 
&c. I beſt kept up the Divine Unity: but — 
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againſt Mr. Thomas Emüyn. 


I had loſt a Trinity, ſuch as the Stripture dif 
covers, ſo that 1 cou'd never keep both in view 
at once. Till I had upon much ſerious Thought, 
and Study of the Holy Scriptures, with many 


concern'd Addreſſes to the Father of Lights, 


found great reaſon, firſt to doubt, and after by 
degrees, to alter my Judgment, in relation to 
| formerly receiv'd Opinions of the Trinity, and 


the Supreme Deity of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. For'tho 
the Word of God was my Rule, I could not tell 
how to underſtand that Rule but by the uſe of 


my Reaſon; knowing well, that he who tells me 
1 muſt lay {aſide my [Reaſon when I believe the 


Goſpel does plainly declare, that to believe is 


to ac without Reaſon, and that no rational Man 
can be a Chriſtian ; I defired only to know what 


I muſt; believe, and why; as to the latter, I was 
ſatisfy'd, that divine Revelation is a ſufficient 


ground of Belief ; but then I muſt conceive what 
tis that it reveals, and that I am explicitly to 


believe and profeſs: for a Faith of Sounds with- 


out Meaning, I underſtand not; and no more 


can believe airy Sounds, than I can ſee em with 


my Eyes. I cou'd not imagine it ſhou'd be ne- 


ceſſary to ſay my Prayers with underſtanding, 


and my Creed without it; and cou d every 


whit as much edify by Worſhip, as by Belief ut- 
ter d in an unknown Tongue. 1 did not make 
my Reaſon the Rule of my Faith, but employ'd 
it to judge what was the — of that 'writ- 
ten Rule or Word of God; and thus was led to 
form Notions different from what others had 


taught me, without regard either to Arius or So- 


cinus, not agreeing wholly with either. 
+ Accordingly I was ever careful not to ſpeak a- 
gainſt my own judgment, or what ſhou'd ap- 


Pear ſo to a judicious Hearer, that I might not 


att agaiaſt Chriſtian Sincerity; and yet I never 


. | Colle 
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where I cou'd not have freedom to ſay all that | 


gave the Occaſion z he had been brought up to 


after ſome diſcourſe, that he did not know, that 


any ſuch Apprehenſ ions. 


leave the Congregation peacenbly, that they 


— — 


4A Narrative of the Proceedings 

confronted the Opinions of others, by an expreſs 
or unhandſome Oppoſition: I doubted whether 
this was my Duty, or was proper in the Palpir, 


was requiſite in ſuch a Controverſy. and whe- 
ther I ought at once to caſt my ſelf out of my 
Station of Service, without a more particular and 
direct Occaſion given me to profeſs my Mind; 
which 1 did apprehend might offer, and: which 


I was determined to accept, when it did. 


One of the Congregation, of leading influence, 


the Study. of Divinity, but afterwards choſe and. 
ther uſeful Profeſſion : and had done me former. 
ly ſo many kind Offices, that I cannot impute 
what he now did to any All-will to me, other 
than what a miſtaken Zeal is apt to inſpire. 
By obſerving that I avoided the common Opi- 
nion, and thoſe. Arguments which are ſuppoſed 
to ſupport it, He ſtrongly ſuſpeQed my Judg- 
ment to be againſt the Supreme Deity of the 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt : Hereupon, having firſt put Mr. 
Beyſe upon the Inquiry, himſelf came with Mr. 
Beyſe to my Houſe, June 1702. acquainting me 
with theſe jealouſies, and defiring ſeriouſiy to 
know my real Sentiments in the matter; adding, 


any one in the Congregation, but himſelf, had L 

I now thought my ſelf bound, as a Chriſtian, [ 
to declare my Faith openly in ſo great a Point, 
and freely own'd my ſelf convinc'd, that #he 


| God and Father of Jeſus Chriſt” is alone the Su- 


preme Being, and ſuperior in Exxellency and 
Authority: to his Son (or to thar effect) who 


derives all from him. 1 told 'em 1 had ne aim 


to make any ſtrife among em, and offer'd to 


- might 
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might chuſe another, if they pleaſed, - in my 
place. But this it ſeems. won'd not be permit- 
ted me. Mr. B—— not willing to take ſuch a 
IM weighty matter on himſelf, brought it on the 
Stage before the meeting of the Dublin Mini- 
ſters, to have his Brethrens Advice; tho I told 
him, he knew well the Narrowneſs of their Prin- 
Xx -<iples. At their deſire 1 gave them a meeting, 
and candidly open'd my Mind to 'em; we had, 
not without mutual Sorrow, about two hours 
Diſcourſe (as I remember) in which 1 profeſs'd 
my ſelf ready to give my Aſſent to the Scriptures, 
tho not to their Explications; judging I might 
juſtly uſe my Reaſon where they ſo much uſed 
theirs, or other Mens. And I wou'd have done 


againſt Mr. Thomas Emlyn. + xvii 


any thing that with a good Conſcience I cou'd, 


rather than have broken off from them, with 
whom I had lived ſo many Years in friendly 
acquaintance; and whom 1 loved and eſtcem'd, 
and {till do ſo, as Men of conſcientious lategrity 
according to their Judgments; none of whoſe 
per ſonal Characters wou'd I be thought to ble- 
miſh, in any things not relating to the preſent 
Subject; in which themſelyes will, 1 ſuppoſe, 
think there is no reproach, whatever others do. 

. Upon. this firſ# and only Conference with me, 
theſe Miniſters immediately the ſame day agreed 
to caſt me off, and that 1:ſhou'd not preach 
more; and this without having conſulted my 
own Flock, who as yet knew nothing of the 
matter, nor had made any complaint in order to 
ſuch a Divorce as they had decreed: nor indeed 
had I ever any hearing before them at all. Be- 
ing acquainted; with this their Reſolution, by 
Mr. B. I preſently directed the Deacons and 
chief Managers of the Church, to be call'd to- 
gether the next day, that I might let em know 
(a5 I did when they met) ſomewhat of the Caſe in 
5 = 2% general, 


1 


general, viz, that Difference in Opinions had 
rendred me offenfive' to ſome thete, and to the 
bother Miniſters, ſo: that it fſeemed beſt I ſhou?d ll 
leave em: therefore I thankfully owned the 
Kindneſs and Neſpects they had ſhown me for 
o many Years, and deſired their Diſmiſs. But Ml 
ſomething more particular as to the Points in 
Difference, being ear neſtly inſiſted on, I told *em ⁵³ 
it was in relation to the Doctrine of the Trinity, 
about which there were many diſputes on foot 
among the Learned of the Age, &0,- 
Faving told em this, they were under great ſur- 
prize, and ſorrow, and, to do juſtice to him who ñ⁵⁶ 
had occafioned this, himſelf then wiſhed he had left 
it (as he ſaid) in ſhear qua. They propoſed my 
lying by ſome dime, Wirhout preaching; but 1 
determined not: to yield to that, without de- 
claring what it was, for which 1 was hindred 
from preaching, leſt it ſhou'd be ſuſpected to 
under the Charge of, 0 i 
to ſome, as that 6f Rerefy. And for this reaſon | 
indeed it was, that 1 had calbd them together, 
to tell em my Caſe. It was therefore next pro- 
for a while, that there might be time for fur- 
ther Conſideration, and the aforeſaid difficulty 
be avoided : but this was firſt to be approved 


J went thither. 


byterian Tyranny - (which yet was attended by 
Lanſwer'd to. this effect; That 1 did not deſign r 


— 
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” 


be for ſome Immorality, which IL Wound not he 
tho perhaps not ſo odious 
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poſed to me to go away preſently: into England 


PX HE 
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by the Miniſters, Who met the next day and 


acquaint me with it; but withal to charge me, It 


as the word Was, not to preach any where, when 1 


To this imperious Meſſage, ſo fall of Aﬀec- 


tation of Authority, and expreſſive of rigid Preſ- 
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again ſt Mr. Thomas Em. 
to preach of the Matters in debate, where I went, 
if that would ſatisfy them: but that they aſ- 


had no Authority from them, nor own'd any in 
them over me; that I had as much Authority to 
2M forbid them to preach, as they to forbid me, and 
XT ſhould pay no Regard to them herein. Upon 
wich they ſaid, they would then write to the 
© Zondon Miniſters about it. I bid them uſe their 
"© Diſcretion, and I ſhould uſe mine. 
And this I ſuppoſe is what the Northern Mini- 
Jin Anſwer to the Convocation) call, my being ſo- 
emnly depoſed from my Office by a Presbytery, (tho 1 
never knew any who own'd themſelves to be ſuch 
in Dublin) and for this they applaud them; impli- 
citly. uphraiding the -Ecclefiaſtical Courts, ſa 
nick bl d by them in their own caſe, that 


1 * 
s. y 


make this grave and profound Remark upon i 


2 


ever cenſured by the Clergy. Juſt as if others 
I ſhould ſay, upon the Excommunication and Im- 
Wpriſonment of their Miniſters and People for Non- 
md conformity, ſee here the Uſefulneſs of Biſhops 
ur- Courts, however cenſured by the Pregsbyterians ! 
it the Presbyterians and Independents claim ſuch 
Da Power as this, not only to reje& from theit 
own Communion, but to depoſe from their Of- 
fice, ſuch Paſtors of other Churches as conſcien- 
Miouſly. differ from them in Opinions; and to 
extend this ro other Kingdoms, forbidding them 
te preach there alſo : Ithink they have a mighty 
Conceit of their own large Dominion, and diſco- 
Reer a very ridiculous Ambition. I wonder who 
ave them this ſovereign depoſing Power over 
their Brethren, any more than the be wh ars 
JI ogated Power of depoſing other Peoples Kings: 


2 
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J | a | Nays 
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ſumed too much in forbidding me to preach, who - 


to had not brought me ro 4 Tryal: and then they 
This ſhews the Uſef ulneſs of ſuch Presbyteries, how 
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Nay, who ever heard, in the Primitive Church, 
of ſuch a ſtrange Creature as a Presbytery made 
up of the Presbyters of ſeveral and different 
Churches? But to return to the Hiſtory of 
Facts: ff 
When they had thus perſuaded me, for greater 
Secrecy and Quiet, to withdraw, I went for Eng- 
land the very next day; tho with great Inconve- 
N 1 niency, thus haſtily leaving my Houſe and Family, 
* with two ſmall Children, Aren become Motherleſs 
| to my great Grief, which was then very freſh, 
and heavy upon me, tho it gave ſuch a check to 
all earthly Delights as made me more eaſy under 
all that followed. No ſooner was I gone, but a ⁵ 
loud Clamour was rais d againſt me, and my Opi- 
nions, and that in ꝙꝓart from the Pulpit, where | ñ⁶; 
did not expect it, at leaſt not ſo ſoon, that ſuch 
Advantage ſhould be made of my defir'd Abſence. | 
And now I had leiſure to look back; for when 
ſo few Days ſpace had made ſo great a Change in 
my Condition, that I was turn'd out to wander 
abroad deſolate and in uncertainty, 1 ſaw I was 
enter'd upon a dark Scene, and muſt arm for 
various, tho I knew not what, Tryals. What 
then were the Workings of my anxious Thoughts! 
what the deep Reflections, and black Preſages! MW 
what the Conflicts of Spirit! what the Cries and 
Tears before the God of all Wiſdom and Com- 
fort, is beſt known to him who ſees in ſecret. 
3 I could not forbear ſaying oft with wandring af- 
2 Sam. 15. flicted David, If I ſhall find Favour in the eyes of 
25. the Lord, he will bring me back to ſee bis. Ark and 
his Habitation; but if he ſay I have no delight in 
thee, here am I, let him do as ſeemeth good to him. 
] had not been of ſo unſocial a Nature, not to re- 
liſh the Society and Love of my dear Friends, 
nor was inſenſible of the Pangs of a violent Sepa- 
ration; nor yet ſo mortify'd to the World, as 
„ „5 . not 
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againſt W. Thomas Emlyn. 


A and Reſpect, Fulneſs and Straits: but ſtill my 


NF | Convittions of Truth were ſo clear, that theſe 


things never ſtagger'd my Reſolutions, of adhe- 
ring to it, in the midſt of all Diſcouragements. 

Yet Mr. Boyſe, in the Preface to his Anſwer to 
my Humble Inquiry, taxes me with Inſincerity iu 
continuing ſo long in Communion with thoſe of a 


different Perſuaſion. But as I think it was matter 
8 deſerving great Deliberation, ſo 1 did not ſee any 


thing ſinful required of me; we worſhip'd one 
God thro Jeſus Chriſt the Mediator, and I had 
my part in leading the Devotions of the Society : 
We had no Worſhip of Three Modes expreſſed 


and other Mens different confuſed Notions did 


not affect my Worſhip, when not impoſed on 
me; who ſtill ſay, that if they worſhip'd but one 
infinite ſupreme Mind, they worſhip'd the ſame 
28 Obje& of ſupreme Worſhip with me: and as for 
the ſecret Worſhip of Three Modes, of which there 


more than themſelves what they mean by thoſe 
Terms, or rather they mean nothing at all by 
them, that I can find: and J am perſuaded, that 
not Three of the whole Church could agree in the 
ſame rational Account (if put to it) of theſe mat- 
ters; tho they might ſay the ſame Words, as 
taught, by rote; which yet is not the ſame Faith or 
Opinion, when without the ſame Sentiments. 
And indeed how ſhould they, when their Miniſters 
themſelves have no ſtated Notions, and own they 
can't explain them, but hide all under the Covert 
of Myſtery ? ſo that they go in the dark. And 
therefore if none may worſhip ſafely with others 
that differ in their Notions of God, and a Tri- 
nity, the whole Church may diſſolve, and Mr. 
Boyſe cannot, in Sincerity, join with any number 
of his People; much leſs could he ſo lang join 


a 3 with 


. g XXI 
not to feel ſome difference between Contempt 


is not one word in Scripture, I underſtand no 


: * = * ER” « 


Wii 


lation, with what 'I have hitherto ſaid of that 
matter. 


agajolt me in Dublin, 1 | thought it neceſſary to 
| return 9 


J Narrative of the Proteedings | 
with Mr. How, who held Three infinite Minds to | N 
be God; which I think is more by Two than him- 1 | 


ſelf will profeſs to believe. 


When I came to London, I found ſome, with | 
whom I could be admitted to 'converſe, with 
more Candor and Charity; of which the bal I 
Miniſters having the knowledge, they were 
ſo offended at it, as to write to ſome at Lowe | : 
don, blaming them, as I heard, for ſuch = 4 
Carriage towards one who differ'd from them in 
ſuch great Points. So hot was their Zeal, that 
they ſeem'd to envy me theſe ſmall Remains of | 
Friendſhip in another Land, whither they had 
driven me, and ſtill pur ſbed e. 1 

One thing I think worth mentioning here, | 
vix. That tho the very eminent Mr. How had 


run into the Tricheiſtick Notion of a Trinity of | 


Three Infinite Minds or Beings, (which, if any 
thing, is judged to be groſs Polytheifon, and age! 
by them) yet he was written to, as he told me 
when with him, to diſcourſe me, and ſet me 
right; as if my pretended Fault of holding 4 
Two Gods was to be cured by admitting Three: 
This looks as if they could have borne well enough 
with me if Thad been made a Tritheiſt, and 100. 
had rather I ſhould hold Three Gods, than but One | 
Supreme Perſon. . 

While I was at London I publiſhed my on 
Account of my Caſe; and, out of their Reply to 
this, in which they pretend to give a more 7ſt © 
Account, tho I think it to be mach the ſame, [3 
ſhall hereafter tranſcribe thoſe Miniſters own | A 
Words, that. the Reader may compare their . 


After about ten Weeks Abſence, tho Thad dif. | 
couraging Accounts of 'the great Rage there was 


againſt Mr. Thomas Emlyn. 


my Opinion, and conſequently my ſelf lay under 


ay 
among many who knew little of ſuch matters, 1 


thought I ow'd that Juſtice to my ſelf, and eſpe⸗ 
cially to the Truth, to ſhew' what Evidence from 
the Scriptures I had on my fide: And therefore 


l wrote: my Humble Inquiry into the Scripture-Ac- 


count of the Lord Feſus Chriſt, intending for Eng- 
und in a few days after it was printed. Of 
"MW this ſome zealous Diſſenters getting notice, re- 
ſolved to have me — Two of them 


one of them a Presbyterian, and the other a Bap 


tiſt Church- Officer, being then upon the Grand 
jury of the Queen's Bench, were for making a 
3 Preſentment of me, as one of the Church, on that 
3X Jury, let me know; but that Method was too 
flow, and I might probably have been gone uns 
hurt. A more ſpeedy Method therefore was ta“ 
ken: the latter of thoſe Two Diſſenters, viz. 
Mr. Caleb Themas, immediately obtain'd the Lord 
Chief Juſtice (Sir Richard Pyne's) Special Warrant 
to ſeize me and the Books, and came himſelf, 
with the Keeper of Newgate, to execute it on me, 


0 


XXIII 


what an Odium 


J o 


into my Chamber, and was a very forward eager - 


Witneſs at my Tryal. - _ 3 
I, with part of the Impreſſion of the Books, 


being thus ſeiz'd, was carry'd, before the Lord 


Chief juſtice, who deny'd at firſt to take Bail, 
but afterwards told me, if I. got the Attorney- 
General's Conſent, it ſhould. be allow'd ; which 


was done, and two ſufficient Perſons were bound, 


in a Recognizance of 800 f. for my Appearance. 


<3 i . . x ' ? l f "BY 
This was in Hilary Term, Feb. 1702. at the end 
of which Term 1 was bound over to Eaſter Term; 


towards the end of which, the Grand jury found 
the Bill, in which 1 was indicted of Blaſphe 


to which 1 could not in Juſtice ſubmit, and 16 


choſe to traverſe, - 


a 4 In 


xxiv 


A. Narrative of the Proceedings 


In this Indictment 1 was charg'd with ſome. 


Expreſſions that were not at all in the Book, nor. ü 
according to my Sentiments; and yet that care- 


leſs Grand Jury, who ought in Conſcience to have 
compared the Indictment with my Book, re- 
turn'd it to be a true Bill. I ſpare Names, but, 
_—_ other Diſſenters, one of my own Deacons 
was of this Jury, The Evidence was one Laurence, 
and the Failor who ſeized the Books with me; 
but neither of them ſware there were ſuch Words 


in the Book, as the Inditment ſaid, and that 
Jury found. 


I appear'd to take my Tryal on this Indict- 


ment, about the middle of Trinity Term, 1703. 


and then I was anſwer'd, that the Bill was not 


yet found; tho I had pleaded to it, and had a 


Copy of it granted me; nay. there had been Two 
Indictments already found: for finding, 1 ſup- 
Poſe, that the firſt was wrong, as to the Words 
pretended to be taken out of my Book, the 
Queen's Counſel brought a ſecond, as I was in- 
formed; but that did not pleaſe neither, and ſo 


a third was to be brought in, which was found | 


by that Grand Jury, (which 1 think, bad been con- 
tinued over from the laſt Term) and ſo my Try- 
al was deferred to Fune 14. | 


While | was under Proſecution, expecting my 


Tryal at hand, Mr, Boy/ſe's Anſwer to my Book 


was publiſh'd, and preſented to the Lord Chief I | 


Juſtice z which I thought very unſeaſonable, from 


à long eſteem'd Friend; who pleaded, the Peo- 
ples Impatience of Delay. But the worſt was, 


that his Preface contain'd very inflaning Ex- 
preſſions, as may be ſeen in the very beginning. 


1Ithovghr there was no need of tragical Excita- 


tions to a Zeal, that was already ſo outrageous. 
In that Preface indeed he declares, that he had no 
band in my Proſecution, then depending ; and I en- 
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„ uUrely believe it: and | moreover, that he was 
r troubled at it, as falling upon me, who ſince 
- MH have found his kind Help, (as ſhall be acknow- 
e ledg'd) in my Deliverance at laſt: But then it is 
as certain, that he has not one word in diſlike 
of that Proſecution by others; nor againſt ſuch 


s Methods of Perſecution in general, or the Actors 
„ in it, or in favour of Liberty. I think it had 
> been very becoming him, and I ſhould as readil 
's have expected it from Mr. Boyſe, as from thoſe 
t "WM in London, who, in their late Addreſs to his 
3X Majeſty King George, have declared their Princi- 
t- I ples to be for a General Toleration of all peaceable 
3. Subjects; which they know is ſuitable to his calm 
IT and gracious Diſpoſition, whoſe Throne is ap- Prov. 20. 
a held by Mercy: And I hope they'll take good 28- 
vo care to eſtabliſh the Credit of their Addreſſes, 
p- (which their Enemies are ready to call into queſ- 
ds tion) by ſhewing a better Spirit than I found at 
he Dublin. E | 
N 1 
ſo On June 14. before the Court ſat, I was inform- 
nd ed by an eminent Gentleman of the Long Robe, 
Ne that he found I ſhould not be permitted to ſpeak 
y- freely, but that it was deſign'd to run me down 


4 lite a Wolf, without Law or Game: Which I was 


XXV 


” 


ny MX ſoon convinced, was not ſpoken without ground, 
oK Six or Seven Biſhops were preſent, of whom 
ief the two Archbiſhops, of Armagh and Dublin, took 
om the Bench: if they had uſed Arguments with me, 
eo- or had inform'd the Court how unfit a Fury of 


3 Tradeſmen were to judge of abſtruſe Points of 
X- Divinity; or had proteſted, as Holy Biſhops of 


ng. old did, againſt that, once, Novum & inauditum 
ta- Nefas, ut res Eccleſie ante ſeculare tribunal judica- 
us. vretur *; . e. That ſtrange unheard of Impiety, 
no 


iz. that 4 Spiritual or Church- Affair ſhould come 


* Sulp. 


Sev. Hiſt, 


I, 2. ſub 
finem 
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4 Narrative of the Proceedings 
before a Secular Fudicature ! I ſhould have thought 
it wou'd have been to their Praiſe. ' 2 . 

The Indictment was for writing and publiſhing 
2 Book, wherein, it ſays, I had Blaſphemouſly and 
Maliciouſly aſſerted, &c. That Feſus Chriſt was not 
equal to God the Father, to whom he was ſubjett , — 
and this with 'a ſeditions Inrtentson, &c. In the 
Indiqment were three Paſſages cited, that were 
but Concluſions from Premiſes not repeated there. 
I knew they would find it difficult to prove me 

the Author, and I conceive, as the Indi&ment 
was laid, I could not be found guilty of publiſh» 


ꝛtwas ſaid, I [innuendo Tho. Emlyn] ſee no reaſon, 
Kc. ſo that if I was not the Author, I had not 
publiſh'd ſach a Book, wherein 7 ſtood for The- 
mas Emlyn. :: ns 
They put no Queſtion to me about it, but went 
on to prove the Fa#, which I did not think my 
ſelf bound to prevent by a forward Confeſſion. 
If they had preſs'd me in the Caſe, I could not 
but have conſidered what our Lord Jeſus himſelf 
ſaid to the enſnaring Queſtion of the High Prieſt, 
* Why askeſt thou nit ? ask them that heard me : nor 
was it my Faith, but that particular Fact, that 
was now inquired of. „„ 
As to my being the Author, there was no ſuf- 
ficient Proof; none pretended to ſwear it: the 


declared he knew not whoſe Writing it was. 


fl Chief e, 5 
| My Cafe ſeem'd ſo odious, that I had found 


ing it, except I was the Author; becauſe the In- 
dietment faid, I publiſh'd the Book, in which 


Printer, tho he had one Half-ſheet from me, 


The Queen's Counſel behaved with great Heat 
and Fury, inflam'd, perhaps, by the Preſence of 
the Fathers of the Church, who were mention'd 8 
alſo as a ſort of Terror to the Jury, by the Lord 


it hard to get Counſel; ſeveral, to whom 1 
| | ap- 
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againſt Mr. Thomas Emlyn. xxvii 
apply'd, refuſed to be concern'd for me; and 
thoſe. whom I did retain, were at the begin- 
ning ſo iaterrupted and borne down, that they 

wou'd not attempt it more. I heard one of em 
tell the Sollicitor-General, that he believed he 
had never ſeen ſuch a Proſecution ſince he had - 
been at the Bar. 1 3 
Bat finding no more Evidence of my being 
the Author, they ſent away for Mr. Joſeph Boyſe : 

Being examin'd, as to what I had preach'd of 

theſe Matters, contained in the Book, he ac- 
knowledg'd that I had ſaid nothing of 'em in the 

Pulpit directly, but only ſome things that gave 
ground of ſuſpicion to. ſome. Then they in- 
3 quired of him, what I had ſaid in private Con- 
4 erence with the Miniſters ? Mr. B. anſwer'd, 


„ EE BS I Bund 


= that what I had declared there, was what was 
F judged by his Brethren to be near to Arianiſm. 
t Now this proved only the Agreement of the 
Y Book to my Sentiments; but yet ſtrengthened 
n. the Preſumprion, and had more influence u 
t the Jury than all- the reſt, as Biſhop Wertenhal 
If 3H faidto me, in Priſon, at one of his friendly Viſits, 
ff, but privarely; for he writ me word, he might 


not otherwiſe come alone, permiſſu ſuperiorum. 
at But foraſmuch as what I had ſaid to Mr. B. 
and his Brethren, was upon a free Chriſtian Pro- 


f- feſſion, at their own deſire, and not any for- 
he wardneſs of my own; I cannot but judge it was 
le, very hard to have this tur ned into Evidence a- 
as. gainſt me. For my own part, if any Friend of 
at mine ſhou'd unhappily be reconciled to the Church 
of „ Rome, and, upon my going to diſcourſe him 
d con the Point, ſhou'd with the honeſt Freedom of 
7a a2 Friend, and the Simplicity of a Chriſtian, tell 


me his Thoughts and his Arguments, I think, 


nd ift he were brought to a Tryal for it, threat- 
I ning his Life, or his Ruin, rather than J 2 
= 1 „ "2 make 


— 
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Xxviii A Narrative of the Proceedings 


John 14. 
28. 


make our private Diſcourſe of Religion any Evi- 
dence againſt him in a Secular Court; I ſay, 


I think, I cou'd rather ſuffer as much as I have 


ſuffer' d, and that cheerfully too, as in a Caſe 
wherein Juſtice, Faithfulneſs, and Mercy, (the 
weightier Matters of the Law) are greatly con- 
cerned. And 1 am willing to believe that Mr. 
B. was not pleaſed with this Method himſelf, 
nor inclined to do me this wrong ; but the Tor- 
rent [ran high in the Court againſt me, and pro- 
bably in that Hurry he might not reflet, nor 
have thoſe Thoughts, which Deliberation wou'd 
have ſuggeſted; elſe, I think, he wou'd certainly 
have earneſtly deſired the Court to excuſe him 
from ſo hard a part then, which only the Sur- 
Prize can excuſe now, EE 
This then was the Method uſed againſt me: 
Firſt, to prove what my Opinions were from 
my private Diſcourſes, at the Inſtigation of 
Friends, who treated with me on the foot of 


Conſcience and Religion; and in the next place 
to raiſe, or at leaſt thence to ſtrengthen a Pre- 


Jumption, that I wrote the Book which was agree- 
able to ſuch Opinions; and laſtly, to make this 
Preſumption ſerve the turn of full Evidence; 
and this in a caſe, where the Charge was no leſs 
than Blaſphemy, nay, wilful and malicious Blaſ- 
phemy, and Sedition : and this too gathered only 
from ſpeculative Opinions, for which I had, if 
not unanſwerable, yet certainly moſt plauſible 
Evidences from the Holy Scriptures, and from 


our Saviour's own direct Words, My Father is 1 


greater than J. | 5 | 
The Qaeen's Counſel, ſenſible they had no more 
than Preſumption, urged it in expreſs terms, that 


_ ſtrong Preſumption was as good as Evidence; and 


the Court was ſo well diſpoſed, that the Lord 9 
Chief Fuſtice ſeconded it, and repeated it to the | 
9 8 2 | Jury 3 


1 
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againſt Mr. Thomas Emlyn. Xxix 
jury; and the Torrent was fo violent, that my | 
own Counſel cou'd not withſtand it. 

'Y But all this had only related to the Fact of my 
vriting the Book; the main Queſtion remained, 
biz. whether what was related thence, ' in the 
Indicment, was Blaſphemy ? But this was never 
ſpoken to at all. I intended, after the mat- 
ter of Fact was over, to have ſpoken on this 
head; and to have ſhown how unreaſonable it 
was to account that Blaſphemy, whieb, for 
the Manner of it, had not been uttered with 
any token of a deſigned Contempt; and for the 
Matter of it, was not very different from what 
divers Learned Men and Dignitaries of the Church 
had publiſh'd : I cou'd have ſhown that Men of 
great Probity and Character, differ very much 
about theſe Matters; and that if mere Error 
muſt be judged Blaſphemy, by a Party of the 
cContrary Opinion, then may any thing be judged 
ſiuch, let but the adverſe Party have the draw- 
ing the Conſequences. Calviniſts will be Blaſ- 
phemers with the Arminians, as theſe are with 
the Calvinits, and ſoit will go round the Church 
and Kingdom; when yet none of theſe may be 
guilty. of any real ſcornful Reproach againſt God 
or his Chriſt, tho yet every Error is in the 
Conſequence of. it contrary to the divine Per- 
fections.4; 1 5 
The Reformatio Legum, carry'd on under King 
Henry VIII. and Edward VI. purſuant, to an Ac 
of Parliament, (which is a Book of very good 
regard, tho not full Authority) makes this dif- 
ference between Blaſphemy and Hereſy, Hac eſt P. 2. 
differentia inter Blaſphemiam & Hereſin, quod Blaſ= © 
phemia, contemptu, contumelias in deum projicit, &- 
Iracundia , ſed Hereſis, errore, falſas opiniones ſuſ- 
cipit, & inſcienter. i. e. Blaſphemy is a ſcornful 
Land ſpiteful Reproach utter'd in deſigned con- 


* 


Hesl tarned opon me, 
Counſel. 
The Lord Chief Fuſtice was: hed to Fo wp 
the Evidence; which when 1 ſaw, I deſired 1 
might firſt ſpeak for my ſelf, but he refuſed ; 
—— to me, he did not care, ſince I wound no 
him how I had the Books, &c. (which 1, be · 

| 175 on my defence, thought 1 was not | bound t to 
do:) And ſo he went on to the fury, magnify- 
ing Preſumption, in lieu of Evide and ſtand- 
ing up * great 5 2 they, if they 
acquitted me, Lords t Biſhops e ther or 
= to that BRA, - F | as 
The as Men atighted, never conſidered 
how unable they were to judge of ſuch Contro- 
verſies; nor how little reaſon they had to ſup- 
poſe a malicious Intention in me; andthat there 
was only Preſumption of the Fact it ſelf, as was 
owWʃ ud by the Queen's Counſet and the Judge. 
After a kerle time, the Court fending” to em to 
haſten em they brought In 2 Verdict, {fame of 


r 


other, came to me in Prlion, ready to help me 


what they cou'd, when it was too late.) Re = 


this, Mr. Attorney-General deſired I might 1 5 
the honour of the Pillory; and ſo I was commit- 
ted to the common Bod, till June 16. being 
the laſt day of the Term. 


WP 


In this Interval, Mr. 
Boyſe 
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f againſt M. Thomas Emlyn. XXX 
55ſ% began to ſhew his great Concern for me, 
and to uſe his Intereſt to prevent the rigorous 

IM Sentence that the Attorney-General had moved 
EE 
8 . Being put upon writing to the Lord Chief 
Jaſtice, as what was expected of me, I wrote 


. 


nn Priſon the following Lines: 


t. ; 
* 


YF we 


o your-Lordſhip: may perhaps jadge 
I me guilty of a Fault that you cangiog 


7 Wh 


i admit any Apology for, yet = 7 preſume up- 
on ſo much | Compaſſion, as to have leave tp 
offer ſomething dy way of Mitigation': F'dg 
© affure- your Lordſhip, that 1 have no greater 
* deſire than by — ar 1 _ 3 Holy 
Scriptares; by Which I ſhall always be gui q 
IK — to my beſt Light And f Tan noe — 
4 taken in my Opinions, God knows, tis alto- 
„ gether unwillingy. It is moſt obvious that I 
baue forfeited my Intereſt, and ſacrificed my 
„ Reputation'kathe' World, and expoſed m 
$ ſelf: to ſuchiEvils, as nothing cou d ever mak 
mei to ſubmit. to, bat the real Fear of offend« 
ing God; which your Lordſhip will, I doubt 
© not, allow for à very great Reaſon. 5 6 


* — 


© ro do any thing conſiſtent with my Judgment 
© and Conſcieuce; but J am afraid to do that, 
(for fear of ame from Men, for which, mz 
© Conſtience may ſuggeſt to me, that Jeſis Chrit 
will be aſham?4'-of me at the great Day. 1 
imagine, by ſomething ſpoken on my Tryal, 
that your Lord fhip conceived I had written 
ſome deriding ſeërnful Expreſſions of the Hol 
WE © Feſus, which i am ſure I never deſigned; the 
ſium of the whole Book being only to ſhew the 
0 © Father to be greater than he, not denying him 
any Glory confiſtent with that. I hope that 
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xxXXii A Narrative of "the. Proceedings 
| cas the great and merciful God will ſooner for: 
© give many Errors of the Underſtanding, than 

| © one wilful Crime; ſo your Lordſhip will make 

a conſiderable difference between diſputable Er- 
rors, which Men of Probity and Learning are 
divided about, and ſcurrilous Reflections on 
the Bleſſed Feſus, which are intended for con- 
tempt, which my Soul ſhall ever abhor. I ſhall 
only preſume to add, that as tis entirely for 
my Conſcience that I ſuffer, - ſo I can never be 
deprived of the comfortable Support which 
ſuch a Conſideration carries in it; having, 1 
hope, learned in ſome meaſure, to be conformed :: 
to him who endured the Croſs, and will ſhortly ' 
appear the Righteous judge of all. Knowing 
how much depends on your Lordſhip's Favour 
and Clemency, as to the Penalty Lam liable to, ⁵ 
:L entrear for it. Uo 
II — n „ 
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. When 1 appear'd' to have Judgment given a- 
| gainſt me, the Queen's Counſel moved, that! 
might retra&, which I cou'd; not conſent. to 3 ſl 
and ſo the Lord Chief-Juſtice paſſed this Sentence 
on me, viz. To ſuffer a Year's Impriſonment, to 
Pay. a Thouſand Pound ;Fine: to the; Queen, and 
for good. Behaviour during Life. Telling me, MW 
that the Pillory was the Puniſhment due; but 
becauſe I was a Man of Letters, it was not in- 
flicted: and then with a Paper, on my Breaſt 1 
was led round the four Courts to be expoſed. Ml 
This Sentence, for bare Matters of Specula- 
tion and Belief, was thought by ſome to be very 
ſevere and cruel. For not only was the Fine 
Exorbitant, and Exceſſive, beyond my utmoſt Wl 
Ability to pay; but the Crime charged as Bl«/- 
28 : OO . phemy, I 


$a 
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againſ® Mr. Thomas Emlyn. 


hemy, Was never, that I know of, declared to 


*X and ſome Lawyers ſay, tis not ſuch by the Laws 
of the Land neither, Nor was any Precedent 
to be found, that I'cou'd hear of, but that be- 
fore- mentioned, of one who rudely and mali- 
ciouſly reviled the Lord Feſus, whom I have 


l- Xx 

ll MX ſpoken of with ſerious Reverence and great 
r Honour, according to the beſt Judgment I can 
be form of him, from the Sacred Writings. As 
h well might the two contending Doctors, South and 
1 X Sherlock, and all the Writers in this Controverſy, 
d have been brought under the ſame Charge of 
ly Blaſphemy, if at their Adverſaries Proſecu- 
is tion they had come before ſuch a Judge and 


Jury, as I did: each can charge Blaſphemy on 


like Error, and appears to be againſt God's Per- 
fections, as all Error is, muſt paſs for ſuch, tho 


4 

8 8. Y d . 
Judgment. 
78 5 ; 

+2 

iz, 7 


2- And yet upon bis paſſing this rigorous Sen- 
1 tence, the Lord Chief Juſtice did not ſcruple to 
oz magnify the Mercy of it, becauſe, for ſooth, in 
ice Spain, or Portugal, as he ſaid, it would have been 
to Ino leſs than burning. As if himſelf, or any other 
nd Proteſtant who durſt openly profeſs againſt the 
ity Corruptions of Popery, might not be put to death 
ne, under that Tyranny, and that too without any 


Blaſphemy and Hereſy, which wou'd be the pre- 
rended Crimes that deſerved it; or, as if it was 
Noch a mighty matter to boaſt of, That we are not 
Haite ſo miſerable as they who live under the 


ery rvelty of the 1nguiſieion, or as our Forefarkers. 
Fine ere in Queen Aary's Reign. 

10ſt | 1 
laſs | 5 „ 


the other, faſt enough, if every thing that looks 
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e ſuch, even in any Council, or in the Schools; 


expreſſed with conſcientious Reverence, and ſober 


Naiſhonour, from thoſe miſtaken Reproaches of 
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xxxiv A Narrative of the Proceedings 
The Proceſs upon the Writ de Heretico combu- 
rendo had been happily taken away in Ireland by 

Act of Parliament, but about ſeven or eight 
Years before, viz. 7 Guliel. ele I know not but! 
might have been put to the fiery Tryal; which 
I hope 1 ſhou'd have been enabled to endure, 7? 
thro him whoſe Grace is ſufficient. bw 
After Sentence j was committed to the Sheriffs 
of Dublin, and was a cloſe Priſoner, for fome- | 

thing more than a quarter of a Vear in the 
Sub-Sheriff's Houſe ; but upon complaint Oct. 6 
I was haſtily hurry'd away to the common Goal, 
where I lay among the Priſoners in a cloſe Room, 
fill'd with fix Beds, for about five or ſix Weeks; 
and then, by an Habeas Corpus, I was upon my 
Petition removed into the Marſhalſea, for my 
Health. There I had more conveniency and 
room, where I wrote my Anſwer to Mr. Boyſes 
Argument relating to the Worſhip of Chriſt Jeſus, i 
and therefore it refers to the Pages of his Dub- 
lin Edition 4to, (alſo a more general Anſwer to 
his whole Book, which I ſent to England, to a 
Friend who died before my coming, and I cou d 
never learn how he had diſpoſed of the Copy.) 
Here I remained a cloſe Priſoner, till July 21. 
I 705 „ 3 5 | 3 
During this, more than two whole Years Im- 
priſonment, my former Acquaintance (how inti- 
mate ſoever before) were altogether eſtranged 
from me; and all Offices of Friendſhip or Cĩvi- 
lity in a manner ceaſed ; eſpecially. among them 
i! bol ſuperior Rank, tho afew of the plainer Tradeſ- 
W men of my own People were more compaſſionate Mi 
and Kind. . RS 
.. Of all Men, the Diſſenting Miniſters of Dab- 
lin were the moſt deſtitute of Kindneſs; not one 
of them (excepting Mr. Boyſe) vouchſafed me ſo 
much as that ſmall Office of Humanity in viſit- 
ing 
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againſt Mr. Thomas Emlyn. 

ing me when in Priſon; nor had they ſo much 
bpity on the Soul of De erring Brother .(as they 
thought him) as to ſeek to turn him from the 
Error of his Way. Theſe my Familiars, with 
X whom I had lived ſo many Years-ia intimate 
Society, never once mage the attempt, nor diſ- 
"3X courſed me about it, from the firſt time that 1 
met, and declared my Sentiments to em; and 
vet Thad never been backward to enter iato ſo- 
ber Argument, or to hearken to reaſonable E- 
IF vidence: L ſuppoſe they might think this latter 
part to be in vain; yet what bindred 'em from 
tbe former, except that they judged me not of 
thoſe Objects of Compaſſion whichour Lord in the 


and then by the ſame Reäſon, if I had hungred 
JJ they might alſo not have fed me, nor clothed me if 
they had ſeen me naked, nor have afforded me 
rde Kindneſs which our Lord Jeſus not only per- 
mits, but requires ta paſs between a Jem and a 


* a 


UI Samaritan. , hag 
50 g e ha nenen bers wh were A 
ors on the Bench, and whoſe Preſence gave 
PY.) warmth to the Proceedings; if they had rather 
uſed means of laſtruction for my Conviction, 
or if they had been as ready to make me a con- 
asteending Vigt in the Priſon to reclaim me, as 
I to appear upon the. ſecular Tribunal; I can't 
think it had any way hurt their Character, or 
been leſs agreeable to the Paſtoral Office. 

It might have been remembred alſo, what ge- 


del: nerous and tender Kindneſs many of the Biſhops | 
nd Clergy of Ireland, had found from Mr. Thomas 


ruin, at London, when driven from their late 
eſolated Country; as appears by a: Letter of 
tone Acknowledgment from ſever Biſhops, printed in 
rob e Life of Mr. Firmin; who. was well known 

Jo be the brighteſt Example of the moſt active 
OS 


and 
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i day will be concern d for, or enquire about? Mat. 25. 


— 
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gap. 
Vol. 2. 


them to promote and encourage Perſecution, 


A Narrative of the Proceedings 
and diffuſive Goodneſs to the Poor and Indi- 
gent, not confining it to any Se& or Party. 

But it ſeems when the Clergy of Ireland had 
an opportunity to ſhew their Diſpoſition and Spi- 
rit towards one of Mr. Firmin's Perſuaſion in part, 
or at leaſt paſſing under the ſame Notion, it 
was quite another ſort of Spirit. Their Princi- 
ples appear'd ſuch as wou'd have perſecuted and 
harmed him, tho his were ſuch, as made him 
imploy his Subſtance, his Time and Labour, to 
ſupport and comfort them. EL 

But as to the Diſſenters, it look'd worſe in 


when themſelves were but connived at, having i 
no legal Toleration in Jreland. *Tis not prudent 
to diſcover a violent perſecuting Spirit, before 
they can poſleſs themſelves of Authority and 
Power to exert it; or to awaken the Rods and 
Axes, when themſelves, in the eye of the Law i 
there, are but Criminals. I know they have had 
the Applauſes of Mr. Leſlie in one of his Re- 
hearſals; and indeed it had too much of the Spi- 
rit of Popery, to eſcape his Commendation: 
but I am fully perſuaded, that it will juſtify all 
the Severities they may ſuffer, as Schiſmaticks i 
from the eſtabliſh'd Church, if they'l pretend to 

juſtify what was done to me: And if becauſe they 
had the advantage of a Majority, and of Civil 

Authority, they might eje&, and cruſh me for ⁶ 
Hereſy, (which I am well fatisfy'd is not ſuch) i 
why might not the rigid Conformiſts, who are 
more their Superiors, than they are mine, eje&t 
from their Pariſhes, and proſecute them for 
Schiſm, as having no Ordination, no valid Sa- 
craments, nor ordinary Means of Salvation a- 
mong 'em, tho themſelves think they have? They 


that judge others, ſhall be judged; and why ſhou'd 


not others interpret the Scriptures for them, 
| 28 


againſt Mr. Thomas Emlyn. * 


- 
as well as they wou'd interpret 'em for me? 

d or make unſcriptural Terms of Communion, as 
i- © boldly as they do? But of this afterwards. 
t, MW i wich all Sides may conſider the Wound given 
it to the Honour of the Chriſtian Religion, by a 
1- Y | perſecuting Spirit, more than by the worſt Book 
id of Controverſy that ever was written: and tis. 
m ſome ſatisfaction to me, that while I ſuffer, as 
co if 1 were an Enemy to the Lord Feſus, and his 
„Religion, Ican yet think, I have given a greater 
in 2M Teſtimony by my Sufferings, of my ſincere Belief 
n, in both, than they who make more worldly Ad- 
ng vantages of their Faith, and uſe thoſe Advanta- 
Nt ges to the hurt and grief of ſuch as do them no 
Ire other harm but to differ from 'em. 
nd MF Thus I continued long under cloſe Confine- 
nd ment, without much appearance of Relief; con- 
aw tented with this, that 1 knew for whom, and 
iad for what I ſuffered. Mr. Boyſe made ſeveral at- 
Re- tempts for my Liberty; whoſe Kindneſs | thank- 
pi- fully acknowledge, in that with great concern 
dn: and much labour he purſued it from time to 
all time; which has abundantly confirmed my Af- 
icke fection and Reſpects to him, and extinguiſh'd all 
| to MF uneaſy Reſentments. I am ſenſible that what he 
hey did againſt me, was with Regret and Grief, what 
vil he did for me was with Choice and Pleaſure. 
for So that I hope nothing in this Hiſtory ſhall be 
ach) any diminution to the Character of his great 
are Worth and good Temper; who endeavour'd 
eject to allay the common Odium againſt me as far as 

for Ihe cou'd, without the loſs of his own Repu- 
Sa- tation. At length, thro his frequent Sollici- 
n a- tations for a Reducement of my Fine, and 
hey by a very friendly and generous Gentleman's 
ou'd Help, (whom, if 1 had leave, I wou'd willingly 
nem, name) I obtained the then Duke of Ormond's 
_ as Favour; who gave directions to the Commiſſio- 


"D 3 ners 
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ners of Reducement, to reduce my Fine to 100 
Marks; according to the Lord Chancellor's favour- 
able Report, (to whom my Petition had- been 
referred) that ſuch exorbitant Fines were againſt. 
the Law. R 
Vet theſe Directions to the Commiſſioners were 
not received by them, as any authoritative Rule; 
but 1 was obliged to give in a Petition to them, 
in which I ſet forth my Caſe, and that I had 
| ated from no deſigned Contempt of the Bleſſed 
Jeſus, in whom I truly believed; and was ſorry i 
that any had been offended, (which alſo I wrote in 
a Letter afterwards to the Primate) and that my 
Fine was beyond my Ability. On which they 
ordered it to be reduced to ſeventy Pounds, "WM 
which was paid into her Majeſty Queen Annes 
Exchequer. 9 
But it ſeems I had not yet done; for the pri- 1 
mate Dr. Narciſſus March (who with the Arch- V 
biſhop of Dublin had ſat on the Bench at my i 
2 3 demanded a Shilling! in the Pound of the 
whole Fine, as the Queen's Almoner : I thought 
his Fees muſt have been reduced proportionably 
to her Majeſty's Reducement, and that the Church Y 
was to be as merciful as the State; but I was 
miſtaken herein. In ſhort, after ſeveral Appli- 1 
cations, and Letters to him, he wou'd have 1 
twenty Pounds of me, and ſo it was paid him; 
who thought it no blemiſh to his Charity or 
Generoſity, to make this advantage of the Miſery 
of one, who, for Conſcience toward God, bad 
e Grief. 5 1 
And thus after :o Tears, and chove a Month's | bv 
Impriſonment, VIZ from the 14th of June 1703. 1 
to the 21ſt of July 1705. and upon giving Secu · MW 
rity, by two Bondſmen, for good Behaviour du - 
ring Life, I obtained a Releaſe from my Bonds, 
But Ki Sbere remains eres, aud more rigb- ; 
T RE, 20 teoul 1 


againſt Mr. Thomas Emlyn; 
3 ſhall ſtand and await the Sentence of the great 


verſe all erroneous Judgments here; for be will 
render Tribulation to them who have troubled others; 
but to them who are troubled, Reſt and Peace: and 
they who have conſcientiouſly erred, will ſarely 
fare better, than thoſe who have perſecuted em 
for ſuch Error. For they ſhall have Judgment 
wit hout Mercy, who ſhew no Mercy, But I 
E heartily and daily pray, this may never be the 
Portion of any who have injured me: and as! 
hope the good God will forgive me if I have 
erred, ſince he knows *tis with ſincerity, and 
"IT that l ſuffer for what I take to be his Truth 
and Glory; ſo Halſo hope he will pardon them, 
who have perſecuted me, only from a miſtaken 
38 Zeal ; for they did it ignorantly in Unbelief. 

And now after all, I thank my moſt merci- 
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the 10 this Lot of Suffering, till I was arrived at 


ſolution, ſo he left me not when my Friends 
and Acquaintance for ſook me; that he ſupported 
my Spirit, to endure this Tryal of my Faith with- 
out wavering ; that I was never ſo caſt down, 
as to be tempted to renounce the Truth; that 
he preſerved my Health under this long Cggfine- 
ment.; that 1 had a few Friends who Mere a 
Comfort to me in my Bonds; (the Lord grant 
Pad %%% may find Mercy of the Lord in that Day) that 
Ihe inclined any in Authority, to ſhew, at laſt, 
Compaſſion to me: and that he has brought me 
oz, Pot of Priſon, and ſer my Feet in a large place; 
703. that 1 have yet Food and R. i 
rbat I have yet Food and Ray ment left me; and 


r du- above all, that he has given me a Mind, I think, 


as well contented with it, as ever J was in my 
rig greatelt Proſperity. I am content to want the 
* 54 0 kind 


J teous Judgment, where all both high and low 
n MM Fudge and Biſhop of Souls, who will ſurely re- 


fal God and Father, that as he called me not 
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ſome Maturity of judgment, and Firmneſs of Re- 


Phil. 2.5. of our Lord Jeſus, who thought it no robbery or prey, . 


Narrative of the Proceedings Y 
kind and vain Reſpects of the World, and to 
give up my Name to miſtaken Reproach; or to ü 
loſe it, if that may be, in ſilent unregarded ob- 
ſecuriiy. I have ſuffer'd the loſs of many things, and 
do not repent ; but upon the review, I do ſtill 
count it all but loſs and dung, if it has any way 
advanced the Excellency of the Knowledge of 
Chriſt Jeſus my Lord. EE | 
It is a further ground of rejoicing, to ſee the 
Eight of important Truth breaking forth in many 
other Parts, and ſpreading abroad its beautiful ' 
Ray; that God has raiſed up divers others, bold 
enough to profeſs it, and able enough, with his 
Aſliſtance, to defend it; I mean with Weapons 
of a ſpiritual Warfare, againſt thoſe whoſe great x 
Confidence and Dexterity is in thoſe which are 
carnal. And tho it has been my great Gravamer | 
or Miſery to be laid by in filence ; ſo that I have 
been ſometimes ready to lament my ſelf as an 
unprofitable Servant, turned out of his Maſter's | 
Service: yet if I have contributed any thing to 
retrieve the injured Honour of the Peerleſs Ma- 
jeſty of the one God and Father of our Lord 
Feſus, (whom to be like to, was the great Glory 


to be * like to God.) And if the things which 
have happened to me, have fallen out rather to 
the furtherance of the Goſpel, I ſhall not think my 
ſelf to have been wholly uſeleſs ; for tho I ſhall 


— 
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* One reaſon, why I think, what we render, to be equal to ; 
God, may be tranſlated to be like to God, is, that the Word 


ſerift Arithmetical Equality conſiſts in an exact Point; and no 

things can be more or leſs equal, than what exactly are ſo: but 
things may be more or leſs alike ; and therefore tho things that | 
be alike, may be equal, yet they are not hereby proved, or ex- 
%% ⅛˙ cs 3 : 


- 

Eee Er Ent wa po B — — — : 
2 © Er 3 e 7 S . "ay 
— * 7 N 7 ns "<= — R n e ** A at -, SIRE ee 

n ; n E 7 4 EEA 5 

I». - N IS YE 8 * 2 4 - 7 8 £1 n 

3 83 8 


againſt Mr. Thomas Emlyn. 
ever prefer the Intereſts of ſerions Piety, 
Charity, and practical Holineſs, to any barren 
peculations; and had much rather a Man ſhou'd 
love our Lord Jeſus. in ſincerity, than barely 

think of him juſt as I do; yet if 1 have alſo ſer- 
ved the Cauſe of his Truth, it may be *tis be- 
| yond what I cou'd have done, by teaching Men 
© only what they wou'd have taught em; becauſe 
there will never be Men wanting to take that 
Office, while fewer will take the part I have 
borae, to the hazard of all that the World counts 
| dear and pleaſant. However, as matters were, 
1 had no room for an innocent Choice, nor any 
other part but this left me; being judged un- 
8 worthy, and made uncapable, of all the reſt. 

And if in the whole I may but approve my ſelf 
to my great Fudge, and Giver of the Prize; 1 
am not anxious about the Applauſe or Cenſures 
of the Spectators, who ſhall be judged alſo. 
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The Dublin Miniſters own Account, drawn up 
0 Mr. B. in their Name) in a Pamphlet, 
Dis. The Difference between Mr. E— 
and the Diſſenting Miniſters of D. truly | 
repreſented, By which it 2 be ſeen hov "| 
little their Account differs f rom mine, as to 
the Occaſion of their rejecting me. 'With i 
| ſome Remarks thereupon, in relation to ſuch 
an impoſing Spirit, and ſuch uncharitable WF 
Principles, as they a Pw. Their own AX 
Words are as follow. 


1 — — a „ — a 1 


> "IIA cannot (ay they) but know, that in 
bis publick Expoſition of ſeveral Chap- | 
2 vers of the New Teſtament, he had put 
7 N an Arian or Soginian Senſe on ſuch Paſ- 
ſages, as we take to by the cleareſt Proofs of the 
6 Deity of Chriſt, He did not aſſert his Divinity, 
© in expounding the 1ſt Chapter to the Hebrews : 
„He apply'd 1 John 5.20. wholly to the Father, 
© without taking notice that any had apply'd it 
to our Bleſſed Saviour. His Paraphraſe on 
© Rev. 2.23. was, that we know not how far God 
- may i 
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( trine; who, upon Inquiry, openly avow'd it; 


5 . | * 1 

(may communicate to a Creature the Knowledge 
of Mens Hearts. In twe Sermons on Phil. 2. 8, 
9. he took no notice of the Deity of Chriſt, 
(but evideatly ſuppoſed him capable as Man of 


« exerciſing ſuch an univerſal Dominion. 
And *twas not till after ſuch apparent and 


7 fk repeated grounds of Suſpicion as theſe, that 
(he was deſired to declare his Judgment in this 


important Point; and in ſuch Circumſtances 


the ſaid Miniſters, think there was very juſt 
c reaſon to put him upon it, to prevent the Dan- 


of the Peoples being perverted from the 


common Faith... 


* . 


© had no hand in them; but did their utmoſt 


(to rebuke them, and ſome of them did ſo in 
their publick Sermons; and they were ſorry 
they could not free him from the main Charge 
of denying the, Deity of Chriſt, being from his 
con free Declaration fully convinc'd the Charge 
& © was but too true. 44 


© But they (the 


© Prudence or their Charity, for diſcountenancing 
© a Doctrine which ſtrikes ſo deep, they think, 


Y * at the Foundation of Chriſtianity, c. Nor do 
they think any underſtanding Chriſtians will 
© cenſure them for want of either Prudence or 


Charity in their refuſing to continue Mr. E 
as an allowed approved Teacher among them, 
© who had already began to inſinuate this Doc- 


who himſelf deſired to be diſmiſs'd from bis 


1 Charge if his Difference of Judgment in this 


point could not be borne with: Nay, who pro- 


esd himſelf. uncaſy, that he had been ſo long 
ander reſtraiat from more openly declaring his 


Sen- 


And as to any other unjuſt Calumnies caſt 
upon Mr. E, the ſaid Miniſters not only 


uk 


A Miniſters) cannot think any P. xx. 
IF © jadicious Chriſtian will arraiga either their 
1 
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© Sentiments concerning it. Nor do they ſee ſh 
wherein they could have expreſs'd more Ten- 
derneſs to Mr. E—, than they did in confiſ- 
tency with their own Judgment, and the Zeal ü 
they ought to expreſs in defending the Faith 
once deliver'd to the Saints; and in which they 
have the Concurrence of almoſt al that wear 
the Chriſtian Name. And they are confident 
that no Paſtors in any of the Reform'd Church- 
es would, in the like Circumſtances, have ated 
otherwiſe than they have done; for they gave Wi 
Mr. E-— Time to confider the matter, decla- i 
ring their Readineſs to receive him, on Retrac- 
tation of his Opinion. So that Mr. E— has 
© no ground to complain of any unreaſonable "nn 
| Hard ſhip in this Matter. | | 1 
P. 13+ < The ſaid Miniſters having given this juſt . 
| © and true Account of thoſe Opinions of Mr, E--- 
that were the Ground of their Diſſatisfactionſ 
e with him, do think this bare Relation of tbe 
« Matters in Difference ſufficient to juſtify their 
Conduct, without making any further Remarks 
upon it. And they do declare, they have ſo iſ 
great a Reſpect for Mr. E —'s Abilities, that 
© jt was not without extreme Regret and Grief WM 
that they thought themſelves oblig'd to diſown 8K 
© him as an approved Teacher among them. But 
< they look upon the Denial of the Divinity of Me 
tour Bleſſed Saviour, to be a Doctrine of too dan- 
« gerous a Conſequence to be Tolerated among i 


aaa aan ere q 3 E 6a 6 


It plainly appears from this Account, that all the MW 
> Inſtances they alledge, whether exactly true, or 
not, did only give fome Grounds of Suſpicion, as ſ 
themſelves fay, and were only Negatives; he 
did not aſſert, and did not take notice, &c, of the 
Deity (i. e. Supreme Deity) of the Son. Now the 
. Queſt ion 
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= 


ence, and Chriſtian Charity) a, Suſpicion of 
Iny different Judgment from theirs, was Rea- 
on ſufficient firſt to preſs me to a full Declara- 
tion of my Mind, and then to diſcard me, or re- 
nove me from my People, and from my Miniſte- 
rial Office, when I had told them my different 
entiments in theſe Matters; rather than to 
year with this Difference, which at moſt was ſo 
"tenderly intimated by me, it ſeems, that not Two 
of the Congregation were then knows to perceive 
it, or to be offended at it, whatever might be 
indeed, or may be ſaid ſince; and when at the ſame 
time I was willing to receive all that the Hal 

criptures declared of this Matter; and only diſ- 


 MExplications of a Subject, which they acknow- 
Wedge they don't underſtand, nor could explain. 

"38 lit appears, their Judgment in the Caſe is, 
that the not aſſenting to the Supreme Deity of Je- 
%, Chriſt, is ſuch a Crime that no one ſuſpected 
thereof, and who upon their Demand will not 
profeſs it, in other Words than thoſe of the Hol 

criptures, is to be allowed to preach more, or 2 
much as to be Tolerated among them. Upon this I 
mall make a few Remarks ; and the rather becauſe 
"be ſame Spirit is working among ſome here, both 


* 


of ereat Animoſity. _ 


n- 1. The Foundation on which the Diſſenters 


ave gone in their Separation from the Eſta- 


f Chriſtian Communion, narrower than Chriſt 

as made them, ought not to be impoſed by 
Flouman Authority; that this impoſing, unchari- 
able Humour is what the Word of God greatly 


anuically urged on others, is deſtructive of the 


WO. . . r n . 
Poveſtion will be, Whether (with Men of Pru- 


9 ſented from their Interpretations, and deviſed 


r London and in the Country, at this time, with 


dliſh'd Church, has been this, That New Terms 


ondemns; and that ſuch human Inveations, ty- 


xlv 
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and Purity of the Church. I think I need. not 1 


upon, pi Nat ney or kee 
than others to the Scriptural Rule. 


6 rejecting me, and 


to believe their Senſe, and ſubſcribe to their Ex- 
plications. Let them then help us what they can 
by rational Inſtruction, to underſtand them right; 
but not determine us to their Explications,. when MW 
they ſeem to us to be groundleſs and falſe, , What 
is this but to ſet up for Judges of 1 Y 

| | | and 


˖ to uſurp Dominion over their Brethrens Faith? 

tuning which the Apoſtles would not have done: 
vor they did not uſe' to bear down Men with 

an high Hand, even with their infallible Light 


Mieft them to ſearch the Scriptures, and to judge 
bor themſelves, and to be perſuaded in their own 
Minds; and as far as they did attain and agree, 
io walk together; and far the reſt, to wait for 
more Light from the God of Wiſdom. Does 
the Scripture ſay there are Three Perſons that make 
rvney can't pretend this is ſald expreſly : if it be, 
then let them ſhew it, and we will preſently aſſent 
to it, and to all that the Sacred Writings ſay, 

Bout, ſay they, thèe Scriptures ſpeak what is in 
effect the ſame, tho not in direct Words. Well, 
rnen in our ſubſcribing to the Scriptures, I hope, 
ere aſſent to What they ſay is in eſfeck the 
fame; and why then are we rejected? But, ſay 
they, you don't think tis in effect the ſame. Very 
good! and have you Authority to fix the Senſe 


or Chriſt's Diſciples, or Miniſters, who do not ho- 

Voor your Inter pretations, and Gloſſes, as much 
Js bis Law it ſelf? We ſay to you, give us Chriſt's 
evelation, and God's Oracles: and yoù cry, Nay, 


drticles, and Confeſſions, and Catechiſmi, tliat have 


Penſe than they. I he Scriptures, ſay they, are 
o written, that aſſenting to them is no Teſt of 


eretick for all that, unleſs he believes our Expli- 
ations: but is not this to vilify the Scriptures 
is a Leaden Rule, and a Noſe of Wax ? &c. juſt = 
. the 
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it ſelf, but reaſoned, and convinced Men, and 


of Scripture for others ? Are they none of 


em pat we'll give you as good; we will give you our 


uſe the very Quiateſcence of the Scriptures, and 
re a great deal more clear and certain in their 


Me ſound in the Faith; but a Man may till be an 


— 


the Papiſts do, and with the ſame Deſign, vix | 
To make it ſerve as an Excuſe for Tyranny and 
Perſecution : ſo that both in the Way and the 
End, they imitate the Pap:;ſfs. Theſe therefore 
will have a human Judge of Controverſy, and 
ſo would theſe Diſſenters, and other Impoſers. | 
The Papiſts ſay, they muſt ſtand to the Judg- 
ment of a General Council; and what do theſe 
ſay leſs? The one ſay, we muſt be guided by 
the Council of Trent; the other, by the Aſſemblß 
at Weſtminſter. Or if they could ſay, by the 
Council of Nice, (which they cannot) *tis all 


one: Nice, and Trent Councils, are both alike-in 


Authority, if they impoſe any thing beſides the 


Scriptures. 
*Tis evident when t 


their own human Compoſitions : and thus while 
they cry out of human Inventions in Worſhip, them- i 
{elves urge human Inventions in Creede. Whereas, 
I ſhould think, if any Men now can give us a bet- 
ter Account, than the Scriptures do, what God ids, 
and what we ſhould believe of him, they may alſo 8 
as well tell us, better than the Scriptures do, how 
to worſhip him decently, 5 3 1 
It may be and is pretended, that they do not 
impoſe new Articles of Faith, but only explain the 
old: But if I find this Explication different from 
the old Faith, then it is to me a nem Article of - 
Faith; and on this pretence Men may innovate 
as boldly as the Papiſts : for why may not theſe, nt 
| 5 . as 


Ee 
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| as well plead, that in requiring the Ivocation of 
Saints, They only explain that Article of the Com- 
munion of Saints; and that in the Doctrine of 
Indulgencies, and the Pope's Pardons, they only 
explain the next Article, viz. the Forgiveneſs of 


5. Sins, and ſo on: and thus the Trent-Creed has no 
more added any new Articles, than the Diſſenters 
ſ Creed. . . 

7 8 Beſides all this, 'tis abſurd to ſuppoſe a Creed, 
ly | deſigning to expreſs Fundamentals, ſhould need 


violent Strainings, and obſcure or abſtruſe Con- 
"MT ſequences, to fetch in more than is obvious, and 
MD plainly to be underſtood from it; and that about 
the moſt important Matters. We find in all human 
Articles and Agreements, that however ſome ac- 
Ncidental and leſſer Points may be only implicitly 
iacluded, yet that the Grand Fundamental Points 
are always expreſly inſerted ; otherwiſe the Com- 
poſers would be reproached with egregious Stu- 
Wpidity and Folly : and it were very aſtoniſhing to 
Wuppoſe a Creed, or Form of Fundamental Doc- 
Mrines intended as a Teſt of Chriſtianity, ſhould 
ald cave a Trinity of three Perſons in one God, and the 
$:preme Deity of Feſus Chriſt, and the Holy Spirit, 
o be found out by ſuch dark Log:ck, and ſtrange 
m- Lonſequences, as ſome uſe in the caſe, if theſe 
as, ere really ſuch Fundamentals in Chriſtianity 
et- s is pretended ; or that they ſhould not be at 
In expreſſed. Was there ever any more ſaid con- 
erning the Holy Spirit's Nature, in any Account 
on given of the antient Creed, (which moſt certainly 
he f/, Cbriſtians had and held as ſacred) than 
his, I believe in the Holy Ghoſt ? Did the Coun- 
8! of Nice go any further? Now will any rea- 
rom nable Man ſay, that this is a clear Declara- 
on of his being a diſtin Perſon, and yet equal te 
vate e one God the Father? The like might be ſaid of 
eſe, her Points: and if neither the Scriptures, oy 
1 C EY”. the 


Ch. 4. 


§. 17. 


* g better; and 'tit the more fit to be the matter f 
9% ur Concord. Why ſhould Men be fond of Marks F 
of Diſtinction, which create Strife? Ubi Lex 


and fond of Diviſions, who will bind all to be- 


* _ 
* A 
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the antient Creed, are expreſs or plain in theſe 
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matters, which they would impoſe on their Bre- 
thren, I leave it to he judged by any ſober- minded 
Man, whether themſelves, who cry out againſt 
Impoſitions in Religion, be not, even in their low . 
Eſtate, as truly guilty of an uſurping impoſing Y 
Spirit and Practice, as others whom they can ſo 
freely cenſure for it. Vain Men! Who has made 
you ſuch Judges and Rulers over your Brethren, i 
that you ſhould ſer up for ſuch aut horitative de- 
ciſive Expounders of Chriſt's Doctrines, that 
Churches and Miniſters ſhall ſtand and fall by 
your Opinions; and that none ſhall be admitted np 
or continued in his Miniſtry or Church, who 
will not call you Maſter and Father; nor can ap- 
prove your Interpretations as well as his Laws, aud 
that becaufe they judge thoſe to be inconſiſtent 
herewith? | | 
If it be ſaid, that without this, we can't diſtin- 8 
guiſh Mens Opinions, becauſe a Socinian or a Papiſt 


"2 


will ſubſcribe to the Scripture and Creed; I give 8 
Mr. Baxter's Anſwer, vsz. that it is ſo much the 


4 
7 
S 
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8 


1 
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non diſt inguit, non eſt diſtinguendum. If God has i 
pleaſed to ſet down any Dodrines ſo fgeneral- 
ly, that all cannot have the ſame Conceptions 
of them, certainly they are very preſumptuous, 


lieve them, in this or that particular and deter- 


8 
©" 
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ſtraining the Word of God you that Latitude, 


| 
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.. hurch, and which makes them immortal, And this 

Js what theſe Diſſenters are guilty of. Whence 
1 3 infer two Things more, if they continue in this 
w ethod of Impoſition and Tyranny: 

1. That the Diſſenters can ſhift their Principles 
Js latereſt or Humour ſerves. It is notorious 
ow violent they once were againſt Toleration, in 
Ihe Long Parliament, and Cromwel's time: then it 
"vas, The Nation-deſtroying Sin of Toleration; and 
hen *twas ſaid, We muſt fetch the Devil out of 
en, Conſciences, &c. But it has been ſaid often, 
ed hat now the Diſſenters have altered their No- 
ions, and are grown wiſer, and of more large 
Ind charitable Principles; and that former Weak- 
Peſſes of their own, and the Sins of their Fore- 
Athers, ſhould not be imputed to them, who are 
f another Temper. This their Adverſaries 
ill not caſily believe to be really true: they ſay, 
is but of late, if the fierce domineering Spirit 
laid; and they ſuſpect, if they had Power 
ey would uſe it much otherwiſe than now they 
Pretend. And I doubt they'll have ſome ground 
r their Jealouſy : For if they no ſooner have 
in Occaſion given to try their charitable Tem- 
er, by ſome of their Brethren's Diſſeat from 
e common Opinions of the reſt, but preſently 
ey. return to their former Spirit of Impoſition 
d Tyranny, diſturbing other Congregations, 
Communicating the LZaity, and damning, re- 
ter- ling, and depoſing ſuch Miniſters as reject 

cr human Articles; (which are all the ways by 
Mich they can ſhew a perſecuting Spirit, 
nile out of Power ;) how can they be believ'd ? 


2 Nj nd they who. in my Caſe could ſollicit the 
bath cular Power, when in other hands, will hardly 
ee ir lleep when in their own, without uſing 
urch, e Advantages that Law and their Power may 

2 """Q A | give 


went upon a different Explication of the Sacred i 


cording to it, their few moderate Men lie (till, 


it they go on at * _ what they fay on occa i 
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give them, to the Hurt of ſuch as differ from | 1 
them. E 
I remember well, in their Addreſs to King Wil. Eo 
tam, on bis Acceſſion to the Throne, they dell. x 
red the Rule of Chriſtianity might be the Rule 7 : 
Conformity : Bat in their Addreſs, 1697. (When 
a Toleration was ſettled) preſented by the ſame 
hand (Dr. Pares) they deſire earneſtly a Reſtraint |: 
of the Licentiouſneſs of the Preſs, in relation to the | 
Unitarians Books; and yet theſe Authors pro- 4 
ceeded upon the ſame Rule of Chriſtianity, vix. 3 
the Bible, tho differently underſtood : And if that . 
was not ſufficient to entitle them to Liberty, nei- BH 
ther could the Diſſenters claim it, whoſe Writings # F 


93 


Text, from what the Aſſerters of = 1 
give. So that they go backward and forward, as 
eccaſion requires: or elſe we muſt ſay (which i is 
the true ſtare of things ſometimes, and co 
now) that they have two ſorts of Men ; one for 1 | 
Liberty and Ferbearance;, and, when that is moſt 
uſeful to them, and acceptable to others, theſe # f 
Men appear, and it goes for the Declaration and 3 
Voiee of the. Diſſenters in general: but when her 
have any particular Provocation, tho only from 9 
the Liberty ſome of their Brethren take of diſ. 
ſenting from the reſt of them, then the other nat. 1 


+ al 


row-ſpirited Part cry down Liberty, and raiſe 
a Hatred aud Perſecution, if they can, of ſuch 
Diſſenters. The Principle of their admired A7 
jembly's larger Catechiſm, under the Second Command. I 
ment, 1s, That it forbids Toleration of all falſe Re. 
ligion, and this is their Form of ſound Words, 
which they recommend, and have reprinted tte 3 
laſt Year. And when thefe come to practiſe 20 Y 


and dare not ftir openly to oppoſe the reſt : bu 4 


roy 5 NF 
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Pon will be little regarded or credited by wife 
il. ea, and no body will be the better for the Mo- 
fi- eration and fair Speeches of a few. | 


2. I think, by theſe Meaſures, they will very 
nuch juſtify all the Severities they have com- 
Piaiaed of, from thoſe of the Efabliſh'4 Church, 


me 

int gainſt themſelves. I ask them, Why was I, or 
the hy are others, to be rejected and depoſed, and 
ro- Fora'd out of Office and Benefice ? Is it not be- 
viz, &auſe we can't aſſent to your unſcriptural No- 


ions of a Trinity in God, and Perſonal Union of 
nei- wo Minds, &c. which we can no more find 1a the 


ngs WHoly Scriptures, than you there can find Dioceſan 
red Biſhops, and the Church-Governmeat eſtabliſhed 


dy Law? And if you think nevertheleſs that 
Fris plain your Doctrines are agreeable to Scrip- 
ore, others think 'tis as plain that the Epiſcopacy 
hich you diſlike, is moſt agreeable to Scripture, 
and Apoſolical Direction; and that you have no 
Miniſtry, nor valid Sacraments among you: 
hay, they think and fay, that the fſt ſtands 
upon as good Evidence as the Canon of the Scrip- 
ore itands, Now if the Diſſenters can juſtity 


dif. tho never fo conſcientiouſly and peaceably, ſome 
nar- Opinions and Speculations, different from their 

Mlaterpretation, but not againſt the Letter of the 
$FÞacred Scriptures ; then why might not the Epiſ- 
opal Party juſtify their turning out all ſuch Preſ- 
and. 0 (erian Teachers from their Pariſhes, as would 
Ke. Not approve of Epiſcopacy, and accept Epiſcopal 
ard, Ordination, and declare for abſolute Non-reſiſ- 
d the ance, &c? They were not ſach Fools, not to 


r not to bring Texts as near to their Point, as 

conceive you do. And J verily think, if you can 
occa· juſtify the Ejection of me or others, in a like Caſe, 

rom the Miniſtry, for a different mn 
„ =o 


beir ejecting their Brethren, only for holding, 


ay they were in the right, and you in the wrong; 


- 


» 


111 


later days againſt haſty judging, and concerted I 


ſpeaking, p.78. of miniſterial Subſcription, te | 3 
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of the Scriptures, I cou'd juſtify the Ejection of 
your Fathers and others, at the Reſtoration, at St. 4 | 
Bartholomew 1662. And ſo all your tragical Com- 
plaints will be anſwer'd by your ſelves at laſt. } 1 
And the narrowing the Terms of, Communion, by | 
unſcriptural Impolitions, ſhall have your counte- 
nance alſo : So that you will ſeem to be Converts 


to them who caſt out your Fathers; yea, and 


to their Principles too, on which they did it, 
and againſt which your ſelves have been ſo long i 
contending. b 
Such Men may ſee themſelves reproved and 
reproached by Mr. Baxter; who, after long 
Study and much Experience, and many ul , 
Thoughts about Church-Diviſions, wrote in his Y 


Knowledge, pretending Certainty in things uncertain , | 
in his Book of Knowledge and Love. Where, | 1 
ſays, „ Tis too much to require of him a Sub- 
5 ſcription that he implicitly believes all that 1 
« js in the Bible which you ſhew him, becauſe 
„ there may be Errors in that Copy: Nay, ſuch | 3» 
F Subſcription ſhou'd not, as neceſſary, be re- S | 
4% quired of him to all the real Word of God; 
« for if by Error he doubt, whether Fob, Cre 1 
& ricles, or Eſther be canonical, I wou'd not be 3 
« he that ſhou'd therefore forbid him to preach | 4 
« the Goſpel. I'm ſure the antient Church im- 
_ poſed no ſuch Terms on their Paſtors, when = 
% Syneſius was choſen Biſhop before he believed f 
e the Reſurrection. What then ſhall we ſay of 
ce the Roman Inſolence, which thinks not all the 1 
& Scriptures big enough, but Miniſters muſt alſo 

ce ſubſcribe to ſo many Additions of their own, 1 
ce ard to Traditions and Expoſitions of Fathers? 1 | 
6 &c.—— No wonder if ſuch Men do tear the 
66 Churches of Chriſt into pieces -— 10 1 


. 


— 


* 0 


* 


i * 
1 


2 15 ; 
| 

72388 x7 
3» Wy. 
- FR 
9 
1 


Appendix to the Narrative. 
'Tis not without a. melancholy Horror, that 
onſiderate Men read the tragical Hiſtory of the 
hurches and their Biſhops and Councils, for 
-yeral hundred Years after Conftantine ; worry- 
Ing and devouring each other, with Rage and 
e · Perce Ignorance; caſting Firebrands and Anathe- 
't5 a's, with wanton Pride and helliſh Sport, on all 
ad nat ſtood in their way; rending and tearing 
it, Myriſtian Societies aſander, who elſe might have 
0g ved together in Love and Peace, and Godly 
FEdifying: and all from a haughty Ambition of 
nd asking others ſay as they ſaid, not content 
nes ith their ſaying as Chriſt and his Apoſtles 
ved Waught. And after all this woful Experience, ſhall 
his "Where yet be no Amendment! Alas, we cry out 
ted pon this their way, and ſay *twas folly, but yet 
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enters, who pretend ſo long to have borne teſ- 

te imony againſt human Inventions and Impoſitions 
ub- pf unſcriptural Terms of Communion by others, 
that an themſelves act the ſame cruel Part, and caft 
auſe 
ſuch nd will own none for true Iſraelites, who can- 
te · Wot pronounce their Shibboleth, & c. nor join novel 
nconſiſtent and unintelligible Phraſes to the plain 


Put thoſe who receive the whole Word of Chriſt ; 
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hro- Vnd primitive Creed. Thou that ſayſt a Man ſhould 


t be Mor teal, doſt thou fteal ? 1 wih they wou'd 
each ara once again from Geneva, where, as I am 
im- ell informed, they require no ſuch Subſcrip- 
vhen ion of thoſe whom they ordain, tho they ex- 
eved ort 'em to ſtudy the Scripture, and uſe prudent 
ay of faution in what they teach. 

| the 1 can't but pity young diſſenting Teachers, 
; alſo hat are honeſt, and have not learn'd the cun- 
own, ing Craftineſs of the World) who before they 
sers! re aware are drawn into grievous Perplexities 


r the Whey find, they cannot pleaſe their People with- 
; I . 
Tis 3 Cc 4 nying 


1 


ei Poſterity approve their Sayings, And the very 


ut flattering 'em in their Error, and either de- 


Iv 
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nying, or with difficulty and diſguiſe conceal- 
ing great Truths of Chriſtianity; nor yet dare 
they offend 'em, by telling them the Truth, for 
fear of Diſgrace or Beggary. I think Parents who 
have any concern for the Souls or Bodies of their 
Children, ſhou'd be afraid to train up any of 
theirs to the Miniſtry among the Diſſenters, un- 
leſs they have tolerable Eſtates, or ſome other 
Calling, on which to ſubſiſt; and not caſt em 
wholly into a dependance on a People weak, and 
perhaps ſo hamourſom ; that if their Prejudices, 

Errors, and accuſtomed Notions and Phraſes be 
contradicted, tho by the fulleſt Evidence of Scrip- 
ture or Reaſon, nay, if they be not maintained 
by him, they riſe up in Rage and Scorn againſt 
their Teacher, who makes Conſcience of tel- 
ling 'em the whole Counſel of God, and turn 
him out to Miſery and Want. So that 
the unhappy Man wiſhes he had rather been of ä 
any honeſt Trade: but alas! his Time for that, 
and his little Supplies are ſpent, and he knows 8 
not what to do, or how to turn to other Bu- 
ſineſs: he cou'd be content with a very little; 
but quite to ſtarve his Body, and perhaps his 
Family, appears very terrible. And *tis a very 
ſad Dilemma he is under, to pinch either his 
Carcaſe or his Conſcience, and ſo to get his 
Bread with the Peril of his Life, ſhall I ſay, or ⁵ü 
of his Soul? Who wou'd venture his Child on 
theſe Terms, in this day of Light) and Inquiry? 
Eſpecially venture him not with any Improve- i 
ments of Literature, which are dangerous. And 
tis but a poor Comfort to a Man to ſay, He 
can confide ſo far in the Dulneſs of his Child's i 
Underſtanding, that he is ſecure hel] never think i 
otherwiſe than he has been taught when a Child ; 
nor go beyond the Standard of Orthodoxy, in 
the Aſſembly's Catechiſm and Confeſſion. Beſides, at 

this 
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orld. 
Jam far from intending by theſe things, to 
ir a general Charge upon the whole Body of the 
*Ediſſeaters at London; whatever thoſe in Ireland 
aave done, and whatever Countenance and Ratifi- 
ation ſome others ſeem to have given to their 
Proceedings againſt me: yet I freely own, here 
re ſome of another Spirit, (as alſo in the Coun- 
try) who deteſt this impoſing Humour of their 
arrow-ſpirited and more uncharitable Brethren 
nd who are not of the loweſt Rank among 'em 
either, for Ability or Eſteem; and who, if 
1- *WMrhey are not known to be of Sentiments differ- 
ng from the common Confeſſions of Faith, yet are 
againſt the binding theſe, or any unſcriptural 
Forms upon their Brethren ; and againſt rejecting 
em from the Miniſtry for not aſſenting to them, 
while they conſcientiouſly promote Love to Feſus 
"KC briſt, and Obedience to his Laws, and confeſs 
; him to be Lord: and tho it be done to the Glory 
ot the Father as the only ultimate End, yet they 
eſteem this not a Crime, for which to de- 
Poſe em; they are hearty in declaring for a ge- 
Pieral Toleration, according to the late Addrels : 
whereas the Dublin Zeal ſays, in relation to my 
on M'iiffering Sentiments, that they account 'em not 

it to be tolerated among em. | 
ve- And 'tis not now only that they begin to ſhew 
And his Moderation; but 1 muſt do 'em the juſtice 
io acknowledge that ſeveral of- the Miniſters 
Meere, even at that time, when ! firſt was driven 
ink rom my People, did heartily cenſure and con- 
„ eman the Dublin Miniſters, as very imprudent, 
1 and, as the expreſſion then was, infatuated Men; 
;, at ud this after their own written Account Rae 
2 | cen 
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been read, as well as mine heard. Tho, per- 
haps they thought one half of the Apoſtle's Ad- 
vice not very ſafe to follow, viz. to ler their YG 
Moderation be known to all Men, leſt it might 
prevent their Uſefulneſs to their People, or the 
Peoples Uſefulneſs to them. _ 

At that ſame time, the worthy and peaceable 


* 
7 


* 


1415,16, 17. And this I cou'd copiouſly demonſtrate, | 


5 
A, 


_ 
1 1 


his God and Father, in the buſineſs of our Re- 


J 


i Love it ſelf. | — 4 
And whereas the Dublin Miniſters preſumed, 


that no Paſtors of any Reformed Churches wou'd 
have ated otherwiſe, in my Caſe ; they may eaſily 
ſee their Miſtake: How many Clergy of- the 
Reformed Church of England, have given as full 
Evidence of their like Sentiments, who have not 
been caſt off, nor their Communion diſown'd by 
their Brethren nor Fathers? And if | miſtake not, 
the Archbiſhop of D—— himſelf wou'd not 
have refuſed to communicate at the Church of 
one of 'em, when he was here. | 3 
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r- Nor yet have the Diſſenting Migiſters here. 
MPotwithſtanding the Attempts of ſome fiery and 
arrow Spirits among em, made ſuch i 
Into their Brethrens Thoughts, upon as full 
rounds of ſuſpicion as I had given. I know 
ome of 'em have not liked the, Dublin Zeal or 
*$Koadu& ſo well as to have it imitated, 
And more than this, I can tell 'em, that the 
Holy Primitive Chriſtians in Faſtin Martyr's days 
ou'd not have done ſo; as appears in his Dial. 
eh Trypho, where he owns, that ſuch Fewsſh 
as F briſtians who confeſſed Jeſus to be Chriſt, (viz. the juſt. Dial. 
bionites, as I take it, whom he numbers among. 266, 267. 

uch as confeſs Chriſt a little, after) ought to be Col. Edit. 
braced as Brethren, and treated as ſuch And 
1 hoſe who did not believe Feſus Chriſt to be more 
an 4 Man born of Human Parents, viz. Joſeph 
Ind Mary, (denying both his Pre-exiſtence and 
"Wis Conception by the Holy Ghoſt) he freely de- 
ares to be of the ſame Society and Body with 
hem who thought otherwiſe; only he wou'd not 
gave 'em impoſe the Jewiſh Obſervances on, nor 
we un converſing with, other Chriſtians. A much leſs 
de- Wecgrec of Charity wou'd ſerve to make us em- 
ich race thoſe as Brethren, who entertain far more 

"Wigh and honourable Thoughts of the only-be- 
orten Son of God, our Lord and Saviour; whom 
ed, g ving not ſeen, they love and ſerve. 5 
a'd Te plain truth is, if Chriſtians wou'd be- 

eve with an holy Religious Faith, and be content 
the ith a Religious, rather than a Philoſophical Creed, 
fall Mhriſtianity wou'd better be preſerved; for what 

it but a Scholaftick Philoſophical Faith, that 
ns upon Metaphyſical Notions of Eſſence and 
ot, cr ſors, and Emanations and Conſubſtantiality, and 

e Methods of divine Decrees, and God's Phyſical 
of Perations and Concurſe, &c ? The Holy Chriſ- 
Inn Faith regards God in a religious Senſe, = 
—_ „ 0 


_ "21 Appendix to the Narrative. 3 
ſo much in his Infinity, Iumenſity, Spiritva- 
lity, and other natural and abſolute Excellencies, 6 
as in his relative Excellencies and moral Perfec- 
tions, viz. as our Maker, our Owner, our Ruler, 
Diſpoſer, Judge, Benefactor, and chief Good : E | 
And it regards Jeſus Chriſt as our ſufficient Me- 
diator, by whoſe Intervention we are brought 
into God's Favour, and are taught his Will, 
And as he is a good Believer in God, who re- 
veres his Majeſty, is moulded into his Will, 
loves and truſts in Him, and makes him the 
Centre of his delightful Reſt, and ſatisfying Joy; 
ſo is he a good Believer in Jeſus Chriſt, who ll 
owns him as his Lord; who receives and obeys ll 
his Laws, credits his Threats: and Promiſes, 
and confides in his Mediation and Interceſſion; 
without ſabtle philoſophizing upon his Nature 
and Generation, or without Forenſick political Diſ- 
_ quiſitions, and logical Quibbles about Fuſtification. 
What if all Chriſtians have not the ſame abſtrac. a 
ted Speculations of God and Chriſt, (for all have 
not the ſame Knowledge) is it therefore not the 
ſame God, and the ſame Lord? Yes, doubtleſs; 
if the Jews believed in Jeſus Chriſt when on 
Earth, tho they believed not his miraculous Con- 
ception, wou'd any ſay it was not the ſame 8 
Chriſt that other Diſciples believed in? Surely it 
John 8.24. was enough, that Jeſus was He; whatever dif- 
ferent Notioas they had about his Origin : 
and *tis the ſame if an honeſt Chriſtian believes # 4 
him ſufficient to bring him to Salvation, without 
being able to give a Philoſopbical or Critical Ac- 1 
count how he has this Sufficiency; ſo that here | 
will ſtill be one God, and one Lord, both theirs | 1 
and ours, by which Chriſtians may unite and agree 
kuſeb in the Doctrine, which is according to Godlineſs. MY 
uſeb. | 
Life of And ſo Conſtantine the Emperor ſeems to have | 
Conſtant. meant, when he adviſed Alexander and Ariu: Y 
1. 2, c. 7 1. not to break Communion for ſuch things, compara- | 7 ; 


| vel 
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Appendix to the Narrative. | 
ively ſmall, ſince conſiſtent with the principal 


mpoſed, 5 WE | | 5 
And thus 'tis in other Points relating to Al- 
Mighty God. The Holy Scriptures require no 
ccurate Philoſophical Notions of God's Eternity, 
RD preſence and Immenſity, &c. they are content 
Jo give us only popular eaſy Accounts of theſe 
|, Aatters, viz. that God was before the Earth was 
emed; and that be fills Heaven and Earth with 
bis Preſence, that he ſees every where, and can 
>xert his Power every where: which are far 


rom being accurate Notions of Eternity and Im- 
10 nenſity. They trouble not Men with the Niceties 
JS f Eternal Succeſſions, or an Eternal 9 wy, with- 
es, Mut Succeſſion; nor with infinite Spaces, or of 
1, odc's being preſent in part, or in whole, and the 
rc ie Metaphyſical Difficulties. No, if theſe things 
i ffer themſelves to natural Light in Men of Ca- 
on. Mpacity and fine Speculation, and they can fancy 


ey have accurate Notions about 'em, tis well 


ve nd good; let 'em enjoy their own Acquiſitions 2 
the hot this is not owing to Chriſtianity, but Phi- 
ſs; oſophy; and ſo is not incumbent on every good 


on Cbriſtian, nor required as matter of a vereuous 


on- WF </19:0us Belief : our Religion impoſes no ſuch Dif- 

me fculties on us of believing with the Underſtand- 

75 Mag, what we cannot ſo much as perceive by it; 
it- | 


t only requires us to believe what it reveals 


in: to us, .. e. to our Underſtanding and Apprehen- 
ves Won. Let the Wiſe Men, let the Scribes, let the 
out . /puters of this World, buſy and tire them- 
Ac- elves as much as they pleaſe in ſuch Diſquiſi- 
ere ions; the Chriſtian is happy enough in the eaſy 


cirs Popular Notions of ſuch divine Perfections, 


gree 1 hen ſo powerfully received, as to form bis Mind 


ne/s. nto an Holy Admiration, Reverence, and Love 
1ave f God; and his Life to a ſerious obedient Con- 


ormity to his Will and Laws. Let who will 


TY 
WIS .- 


1 Deſign of Religion, if not too nicely debated and 


damn 
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damn or reje& him, for not underſtanding their 
long critical Philoſophical Creeds, their Modes 
and Subſiſtencies, Or Perſonalities ; or for not profeſ. 
ſing them without Underſtanding : the. Chriſtian Y 
Religion threatens him with no Harm from God | 
himſelf. x | f I * 

And Men muſt not chink, that like ber ar- 3 
bitrary Societies they may appoint what Term. ll 
of Union and Communion they pleaſe in the i A = 
Churches; and then cry, They who like them 0 1 
not, may go elſewhere; and, that their Miniſters, 
when they no longer fancy them, ſhall be caſt off, 
at Will and Humour, for different Seine 

about Unſcriptural Words or Notions : for a i 1 
Chriſtian Church has its Terms and Laws ſettled“ 7 
by Chriſt; tis his Church, and the Table is the 
Lord's Table, and the Miniſters are Chriſt” 9 Mini- | 
ſters: and ?tis the higheſt Uſurpation in us to 
make Incloſures, whea he has left it open; and i 
to turn out Members, or Paſtors from their Office, | | 

itt they walk anda according to the Deſign of 
their Chriſtian Station: and Men had need be 4 
ſure, that the denying their Vnſcriptural Teſts and 
Shibboleths 1s ſuch a Crime as will juſtify theſe 
Proceedings; otherwiſe, tho it may ſignify lit- 
tle what has been done to me, the unworthieſt 
of many; yet, in general, he whoſe Name war 

Clem. Ep. in the Bool of Life, Phil. 4. 3. has told Us, s waned | 

c. 44 dpagria, &c. Tis no ſmall Sin to turn out from rhei: 

Office, thoſe who have unblameably attended their | 

Miniſtry. | 

I know very well that Men of an onckarite- 1 

ble Complexion, think they may juſtify their 9 

Severity and bitter Zeal, from the Salts i 

Counſel, to reject and awed Hereticks ; but they | 

would do well to conſider ſeriouſly theſe few 

things, leſt they abuſe and pervert this Counſel. 
1. Whether * ſuch Hereſies es were not in 
. wit 
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„in immoral Doctrines or Practices, in a plain 
a unconteſted Oppolition to the Apoſtle's Doc- 
iae? And therefore thoſe Hereſies are Works of 

e Fleſh ; vicious, and immoral, and wilful Acts, 


ere ſelf-condemned, without the Deciſion of 42. 
nod : Accordingly one may ſee their foul Cha- 
aers in 2 Pet. 2. and St. Fude's Epiſt. This 
ade Auguſtin ſay, Heareticus eſſe nolo ;, becauſe 
> could anſwer for his Will : but when ſerious 
onvictions, and real Strugglings of Conſcience, 
rce a Man to own Doctrines which he takes to 
off, the Truths of Chriſt, againſt all the Intereſts 

rue Fleſh, and bis worldly Comfort, which 
had rather loſe than offend God ; how is it poſ- 


; 


ble, if this Man ſhould be miſtaken, that yet he 


imo, quam cum in nimio amore veritatis erratur. Me 
is his great Love of Truth that makes him err, 
a ſuch Error cannot be dangerous. And certain 
,, that he who after @ pious attentive Conſidera- 
pe falls into Error, is more worthy, if not of Praiſe, 


q 


Drunkenneſs, Adultery, &c. And the Hereticks Gal. 5. 19, 


ould be ſuch a Heretick ? Nunquam errari tutius Aug. de 


/ Pardon, than he that blindly aſſents to Truth Of Reaſon 


ord Hereſy, as noting a Fundamental Error a- 
dut the Chriſtian Faith, any, in the truly Primi. 
e Church, were accounted Hereticls, who re- 
wed the primitive antient Creed, before any 
duncil preſumed to frame new ones? This was 
ont to be the ſufficient Teſt of Chriſtianity and 
urch-Communioo, which J willingly aſſent to 
its plain and fair Senſe. No ſubtle intricate 
terpretations were then obtruded as neceſlarily 
be received; and indeed all ſides tell us, when 
ey pleaſe, that the Fundamentals of Chriſtianity 
© plain and eaſy to be ſeen; and make this the 
eat Commendation of our Religion: but where 

- os ſhould 


n LH 
2, Whether, in the Eccleſiaſtical Senſe of the gion. 
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ſhould they be plain, if not in the Creed? The 
expreſs Words of Biſhop Davenant, ſo venerable 
and judicious in the Senſe of all Parties, cited by 
Mr. How in his Sermon of Union among Proteſtants, Wl 
are thus; He that believes the things contained in 
the Apoſtles Creed, and endeavours to live a Life lf 
agreeable to the Precepts of Chriſt, ought not to be ex- 
punged from the Roll of Chriſtians, nor be driven 
from Communion with the Members of any Church 
whatever. | | 9 
3. Whether, at leaſt, it be not extremely dif. 
- ficult for any to know (if bare ſpeculative Error 
muſt be Hereſy) what is Hereſy, and who are 
Hereticks now in theſe diſtant. diſtracted Apes, 
when Chriſtians are ſo perplexed and divided in 
their Interpretations and Explications of many 
Articles ? In the Apoſtles times, *twas eaſy to 
know certainly who were in the wrong, by their 
open Oppoſition to them whom all the Churches 
allowed to be right, and to be the infallible Di- 
rectors of their Faith, and who contradicted ſuch Bl 
Errors: but now each Party appeals to their 
Writings, and thinks it embraces their true Mean- 
ing. But Biſhops and Councils are not Chriſt 
and his Apoſtles. Here let me uſe the late Dr. 
Sherlock's Words againſt the Papiſts, (for in Con- 
troverſy with them, one may hear what they'll nl 

Sherl. Vin- not tell us in diſputing againſt others 3) While no- 


dicat. of . X ; 
thing, ſays he, was Hereſy, but the Denial of a plain 
Prinet acknowledged Article of the Chriſtian Faith, and 


about Chu. there was no diſpute who were Hereticks, the Power of 

Govern. depoſing Hereticks, was ſacred and venerable, and 
7. 31. bad its juſt Authority and Effects; but ſince the Con- 
troverſy is what is Hereſy, and the World is divided 

about it, (What if he had ſaid fo of Schiſm too?) . 

tho the Power remains, yet the Exerciſe of it becomes 

contemptible, when a Church firſt coins new Articles 

of Faith, and then cenſures, and depoſes them for 

| Here- 
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he eretichs who do not believe, them. Tis not the 
* ame thing to reject the Sacred Text, and to miſ- 
by ke its Senſe. 8. Aug. ſays ſomething to the 
6, me purpoſe; That & it could hardly, if at all, be 
in erermined what made one a Heretick. And ſurely it 
if: n as little be determined now, by a wiſe Man, 


0 Fools are haſty. And therefore what he ſaid 
ering by thoſe that are fierce and raſn in their 
harge of Hereſy, Seviant illi, &c. Let them be 
rce and cruel who know not how eaſy it is to err. 


Fealots, they would not be ſo prodigal of their 


ſt-minded Men odious to God, and to render 
em odious to ignorant Men, by charging them 


es, | FOE but a nnd Ll 
* mong conſcientious Chriſtians ſo very hard, and 
ny  Precepts of Love, Peace, Meekneſs and For- 

to zarance towards them who differ, ſo very eaſy, 

eir nd plain to be diſcerned,” that if an ill Temper 
hes id not byaſs them more to what is cruel and 
Di- WEWnkind, one would think none could be ſo bad a 
uch uit, as not to determine on the plaineſt and 
cir Poſt pleaſant fide of the Queſtion ; and ſo let 
an- Fr otherly Love ftill continue: at leaſt it would make 
riſt y good-natur'd Man ſpeak with Salvian, Errant, 
Dr. ( bono animo errant 5 apud nos bee ſunt, apud De Gaber. 
on. non ſunt, &c. i. e. They don't think themſelves He- l. 5. 
y e, ibo we do; they err, but tis with an honeſt 
no- ind; and hom it will go with them at the Great Day, 

lain e but the Fudge himſelf can tell. This is more 
and hriſtian, and becoming a modeſt Senſe of our 

r of lf arkneſs and Difficulties, than to pronounce ho- 
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prehendi aut omnino non poteſt, aut difficulter poteſt, 
Lat. dt Hareſibus, r NOTI ITY „ 3 


ſewhere, is very rational, and worth conſi- 


If ſuch things were duly conſidered by haſty 


nat hema s; but would find the matter of Hereſy 


Quid vero faciat Hæreticum, regulari quadam definitione 


Iv 


Ixyi 


Hereſies; and that uſpally by rote as we have been 
ſwer what they have to ſay for themſelyes, and 


your the Fa: z if Zeal mult out-go 
if a pretended Kngolenge, of af 3s 
abo 


Niall think fit to.ere&:an Inquiſition to extort un. 


or Candidates it is expected they will do i 


be Three Infinite Minds, eac 


5 Appendi * th e Nar rative . | 


with, and anathematizing them for, damnabl: 
taught, ner nete what, ar. how to an- 
which perhaps we Ars afraid ſhould be Kaown to 


others. All, b d ee 2G il 254 I 
But if, like Pharaeb's Kine, the Lean mult de- 
aqwledge; Bi 


eg of, al ere and alli 
de Charity z, if the; warm DW 
«|, 
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willing Confeſſions, OY to fix Aa Teſt 1 3 Orthhadon 


I . 9. | #. Wir +36 {65 7 mas CN Shane , | 4 
in this Point, by which to try their- Miniſters 


, 


- All it el. 
feQually, I mean, ſo gs to purge them £5 fro I 


Trithe;ſw, as much as from what is called Arian: 
but this I belieye, they can never agreg $0 do; 
for Lam well aſſured, there are among; gm who 
with the late Mr. How, (which yet gave em 10 
ſuch Diſturbance) hold Fer; e Spirit to 
preme God; which Mr. B---- was ſo wiſe as to 
ſay nothing to, when I had urged it in my Humllf 
Inquiry, and would not tragſcribe it into his A 

5. i EE 
/ Theſe agree with :their other Brethren in this, 
That Father, Son and Spirit are Three Perſons, and 
that one only was incarnate, and not the other 
two and if they muſt not ſuppoſe one of thi 
Three to be inferior to another, then they judge 
they mult be co-ordingre and equal Beings. And 
this they ſay makes delicious Society in the Dei 
ty, and on that account becomes neceſſary. Bui 
at this (which carries ſuch Reproach againſt the 
infinite Fulneſs of the gyer-bleſſed God, and i 
ſo like to the Pagan Polytheiſm) the other ſtart 
back and leave them; being convinced that there 
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ans again with the 
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8 but one Infinite God, who is 4 Spirit: and 


en, they unſay all again, and Father, San and 


irit are no longer Three Perſons, in roper. 
25 | uſual. Senſe, ſuch, as the T6 Ek] 
them: to be, but rather Modes an Froperties. 


ace this will not do for the Incarnation; (for 
Mode is not a Divine Nature, and: the one Di- 
ine Nature; if but one among, the Thre muſt 
ave all Three Ao): they become good Tfinita- 
rmer,: when they come to. 
he Incarnation ; but are. Sabelliens, when they are 
don the'Upity of God; which, abating the Uſe 
pf pa. —4 Terms, is the ſame with Socini aus 
ho can eaſily allow, the. Trinity of one ſingle Mind. 
Thus they. are in diſtracted Confuſion :. now if 
hey: have the Wiſdom, from above, they. will 
& without Partiality,.. and. without - Hypocriſy, and 
o will take care to ſet heir Zeal agaialt theſe 
Tritheiſtick Errors; for they cannot, for. ſhame, 
ay, that ito hold. one Supreme God, and another 
jubordinate Lord, is, according to them, ſo great 
a Error as to hold Three Co-ordinate, Gods, tho 


alled ene God. Let them deal honeſtly, if theß 


Ire not ſergacherons Defenders of the Divine 
nity, and too willing to part with it, as ſeems 
Vit! eir Silence, and their Charity in his Point, 
Then all in a flame againſt the Maintainers of the 
abordinatiqu i in the. Bleſſed Trinity. 13 
And on the other hand, they who are convin- 
ed,, che. $ripture-Trigity: of Father, Son; and 
bie are three real Per ſos or. Minds, (if they do 
hink the Errors of athers ought. to be, diſcou- 
aged by enſures and Teſts, Cc.) ought. in Con- 
ience tog be as ſevere, agaialt their Sabellian Bre- 
bren, bol t 18, 7g Atego, in that, Seal rh 
hich the Gaunpil, of, Antioch 1okit, ande on demy- 
mit; z and who do indeed de eſtroy, in their Opi- 
| nion, 


Abende to uh. Narrative, „ 


ve 6 6 


Ixviii Appendix to the Narrative. 
nion, all Exiſtence of the Son of God, before his 
I Conception in the Virgin Mary, and leave only 


a Mode, or abſtracted Notion in the room of 
him. If they pleaſe to ſhew their own Weakneſſes, 
and 'Diſſenſions, this way, they are at liberty; 
but 1 believe the Conſequences will teach them, 
that it had been better to cover them by Charity 
and mutual Forbearance ; which, I hope, is the 
© Advice that ſome of cooler Heads will give, and 
that the reſt will not he ſo hot, as not to follow 
it: elſe they will be look'd on as void of due Mo- 
deſty, if they make Outcries, of Impoſitions and 
human Inventions, againſt the Eſtabliſh'd Church, 
while ſo full of em themſelves, 
Jam no Enemy to their Body in general, nor 
to any one Man of them in particular; nor have 
I publiſhed this till 1 rhought their Eaſe and Li- 
berty ſecured ; that none might think I defired 
any Obſtruction to his Majeſty's favourable Inten- 
tions towards them, or to render them Evil for 
Evil : for I always wiſh them their Liberty, but 
that they ſhould not uncharitably treat others, 
who can as readily, as they, aſſent to God's My/t--l 
ries, but not ſo readily to thoſe of Mens making. 
I blame no Man's pious Zeal that can ſay with 
David, The Zeal of thy Houſe hath eaten me up; but 
I blame that devouring Zeal which is for eating 
up others: and ſhall conclude it to be a certain 
Maxim, that they who are forward to impoſe, 
will be as forward to perſecute; for ſuch have 
uſually too much Pride to bear Contradiction with 
any Patience. And they who are ſo buſy with 
Their Negative Diſcouragements already, by with 
drawing their wonted Relief, are, I doubt, no 
further off from the Uſe of the Poſitive, and 
more terrible ones, than they are from having 
ſufficient Power in their hands to do it, © 
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Appendix to the Narrative. lxix 
But after all, that Men who dint, on Principles | 
Conſcience aud Liber , and find ſo much Indul- 

nce, fr om n Church, would yet d 
ineer, and * their Brethren with fi 
zperious crue erity; and even threate 
— too with the Execution of thoſe — | 
inſt which themſelves dice made fuch loud and 

eaſy Complaints, and which they are ſcarcely 

t from under the Terror of, is ſtrangely abſurd 
id diſingenuous. : 0 Thon wicked Servant, 'T for- Mat. 10 
ve thee all, becauſe thou deſired} me 5*ſhoul 4% not 32, 33. 
Pu alſo have had Eompaſſion gn thy Fullow-Ser= © 
mt? | « 1 * 88 H CID 3 
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1. That each of ths 
God, (this is grantga N 
better Proof is de en yy 

2. That + =) 15 but One 


SETS 


5. 37 4+) 


are Gods niany, accords 25 St. Paul. ) 
One God; mw 


unleſs the 0 er be cald4$ 


in which there are Gods many, and a ſenſt 


SE Rord God, in which God is but One; th 


queſtion will be, Whether in that Og” in which 
Go 


7 5 1506 e Ty I 
8 The od, 1 
Son and "Holy Spirit, to be 
ee 2 pendent, abſolately Supreme 
&c. as the Father is, and the True God mu 
needs be; but by catching at the Equivoci 
Term or Word God. And thus they argue : Y 
ſaree Perſons is cali 


Er for the Thiri,\f 
1791 (which, in 


granted, d 
erm, then 


therefore ee are that ſam 
r will not ef et Conſequenci M 
4 in the ſame hi 
and exalted fei ſe 11 mhith chere is but Ou 

ependent and ab/olut' 
ly Supreme Being. Elſe one Perſon may be God 
and another be God, and yet not the ſame God; 
altho there be, in the nobleſt ſenſe of that word | 


but one God. In ſhort, ſince there is a ſenltlf 


Advertiſement. 
od is ſaid to be but One, any but the Father 


ſome ſenſe the Son maylbe call d ſo too. 
hich there is but One Lord; Mark 12. 29. 


ord. And yet the Father and Chriſt are 
4 preſently to be two Lords, Ver. 36. For the 


er. Nord ſaid to my Lord, Sit thou at my Right 
land. Now F the God of Iſrael be but one 
le Lord, and the Father and Son make two 
Lords, or a Lord and 4 Lord; Quære, Whe- 
14 er ſball we ſay, that theſe Two Lords be both 
oc em that True God of Iſrael, who, as Chriſt 
"py „is but One Lord; or that only One of theſe 
alli 


wo Lords is the Lord God of Iſrael, ſince he 


gal we het ſay, that 4 Lord ſpeaking, and 4 


Fr ord ſpoken to, are not Two Lords, but One 
10 * 


ra- after the Athanafian Creed? 


ence, | | 


0:8 ” 


Late : 
Goch . 
od]; 

vord 


- ſaid in Scripture to be God, 1 Cor. 8. 6. tho 
So for the Term Lord, there is a ſenſe in 


ear, O Iſrael, the Lord our God is one 


( but One Lord, and not Two Lords: Or 
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An Humble 


NOUIRY 


INTO THE 
| Scxrerurn Account 


ESUS CHRIST: 


OR; 
dort Argument concerning his Deity 
and 11 according to the GOSPEL. 


2 — OS ks 


1 — vili. 5 To Us Than: 16 bes One God, and he 1s ho 
4 ether, of whom are all things; and One Lord, viz. 
Wa Chriſt, through whom are all things, 


Auguſ. cont. Maxim, . 3. c. 14. 
ego Nicanam Synodum tibi, nec tu Ariminenſem mihi, debes 
objicere. Scripturarum Authoritatibus, &c. 


u ſhalt not urge me with the Council of Ariminum, nor I thee with 
pe Council we Nice; but let us decide the Cauſe by Scripture- A arbority. 
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4 i ſhort Argument, concerning 
the Deity of our Logp IJEsus 
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HA the Bleſſed Jeſus has the Title 
of God aſcribed ſometimes to him 
in the Holy Scriptures, is not deni- 
ed by Arians or Socinians; but it re- 
—== mains to be examined in what Senſe 
Character, as given to him, is intended: 
is jthis an unreaſonable or needleſs Inquiry, 
Neeit is beyond all reaſonable Denial, that the 
ie of God is given in very different Senſes in 
Serie KN 55 „ 
Sometimes it ſignifies the moſt High, Per- 
and Infinite Being, who is of Himſelf alone, 
owes neither his Being nor Authority, nor 
thing to another: and this is what is moſt 
monly intended, when we ſpeak of God in 
nary Diſcourſe, and in Prayer and Praiſe; 
ean it of God in the moſt eminent Senſe. . 
At other times it has a lower Senſe, and is 
e the Character of Perſons who are inveſted 
ſubordinate Authority and Power from that 
eme Being. Thus Angels are ſtiled Gods, Pfal. 97. 7. 
8. 5. Thou haſt made him a little lower than 
ods, a$*tis in the Margin: So Magiſtrates are 
e 
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4 An Humble Inquiry into | 

Gods, Exod. 22. 28. Pſal. 82. 1. John 10, 34, 7 

And ſometimes in the ſingular number, one Per. 

Exod. 4. ſon is ſtiled God, as Moſes is twice ſo called, 'Y 

„  , God to Aaron, and afterwards a God to Pharaoh: 
Ch. 7+ 1. and thus the Devil is called the God of this World, 1 1 

i. e. the Prince and mighty Ruler of it; tho 1 4 

unjuſt Uſurpation, and God's Permiſſion. Non 

as he who alone is God, in the former Senſe, 

infioitely above all theſe; fo we find him diſtic | 

guiſh'd from all others who are called God, bl 

Deut. 10. this Character, viz, 4 God of Gods, or the Chic i 

127 22. of all Gods, with whom none of thoſe Gods ma 

22. be compared. So Philo deſcribes him, to be ul 

Pf. 86. 8. only the God of Men, but the God of Gods all 

PE. 185. 5· This is the higheſt and moſt glorious Epithet 8. 

ven him in the Old Teſtament, when it is deſign 3 

to make a moſt magnificent mention of his peerli 

Greatneſs and Glory, Equivalent to this, 1 tag 

that Title to be, which is ſo much uſed in t 

New Teſtament, viz. the God and Father of o 

Eph. 1. 3, Lord Jeſus Chriſt, the God of our Lord Feſus, t 9 

17 Father of Glory. For ſince Jeſus Chriſt is the ci 

of all Subordinate Powers, the Prince of the i 

of the Earth, and far above the greateſt Ange 

1. 1.21 the Lord of Lords, and King of Kings : he who is ſtik 

the God of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, is therein, ll 

effect, ſtiled the God of Gods, or above all God 

Now the Queſtion to be reſolved, is, in whit 

of theſe two Senſes Chriſt is ſaid to be God if 

the Holy Scriptures? The bare Character of 6 ] 

determines nothing in this caſe, becauſe it . 1 

longs both to the Supreme and to Subordinate #Y 

ings in Power and Authority: But the Queſti' 

is, Whether Jeſus Chriſt be the God of Gods, bo 

above all Gods ? 4 

He is indeed the Lord of Lords; but that no 

an Inferior Character, compared with that 

God 7 Goar, a as appears by 1 Cor. 8. 5. tho it 
incl 


| Rev. 1. 6. 
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the Deity of JESUS CunisT. 5 
auded in the Superior; ſo that he who is above 
Per. Gods, is alſo over all Lords, but not contra- 
I, 1 Wiſe. In ſhort, has Jeſus Chriſt any God over 
40 5 „ Who has greater Authority, and greater 4 
AW ility than himſelf, or not? This will decide | «1 
matter: for if he have a God above him, then 
Non e not the abſolutely Supreme God, tho in re- | 
e, % ioan to created Beings, he may be a God (or 
ier) over all. 1 BS 
Nor can we more clearly demonſtrate this 
hid int, than by-ſhewing, Firſt, That Jeſus Chriſt 
oreſly ſpeaks of another God than himſelf. 
ally, That he owns this God to be above or 
all er bimſelf, - Thirdly, That he wants thoſe Su- 
reminent and Infinite Perfections, which belong 
ly to the Lord God of Gods. Of theſe I ſhall 
zat in a manner ſuited to vulgar Capacities 
| judge it very indecent to ſpeak or write of 
portant Articles (which the common People 
ol oi et believe, and muſt fo far underſtand) in ſuch 
% anner as leaves them wholly uniatelligible. 
Cue Ft, Our Lord Jeſus Chriſt expreſly ſpeaks of 
Ri other God diſtin& from himſelf : Several times 
find him ſaying, My God, of another, Mat. 27. 
. My God, my God, why haſt thou forſaken me ? 
John 20. 17, ſure he intended not to ſay, My 
If, my Self, why haſt thou forſaken me? This 
dd then was diſtin& from himſelf, as he de- 
res in other places: He ſhall know my Doctrine, John 3. 17 
ether it be of God, or whether I ſpeak of my ſelf. 
John 8, 42. where tis to be noted that he does 
t diſtinguiſh himſelf from him, as the Father, 
melt gras 60d; and therefore, in all juſt Conſtruc- 
dds, n, he cannot be ſuppoſed to be tnat ſelf-ſame 
ad, from whom he diſtinguiſhes, and to whom 
oppoſeth himſelf. How manifeſtly are the 
e God and the one Lord diſtinguiſhed, 1 Cor. 8. 
10 1 BF And that there may be no juſt Pretence to 
| B 3 tay 
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ſay with Placæus, that the God and the 100 
or the Cauſe of which all things are, and th . 
Cauſe by or through which they are, are but tm ! 6 
things ſaid of the ſame one God; we may 1 i 
them more clearly diſtinguiſh'd, Eph. 4. 5, (8 
where by the interpoſing other things betreff N 
the one Lord, and one God, viz. one Faith, one B 
iſm, it appears evidently that theſe were not in 1 
tended as two Characters of the ſame Being. | 
think that none who impartially attends to th! 2 
Scripture-Hiſtory, can doubt whether God, 0 
his Chriſt, are not two diſtinct Beings. 

Secondly, Our Lord Jeſus owns, not only — 1 : 
than himſelf to be God; but alſo that he is ab 
or over himſelf, which i is plainly intimated all 
by his Apoſtles : Himſelf loudly proclaims bi q 

John 14. Subjection to the Father in many Inſtances; i 
25, 529 general, he declares his Father to be greater tho „ 9 
2 poke 43. * be he ſays, he came not in his own, but his F: 
* ther's Name or Authority; that he ſought not ll 
own, but God's Glory, nor made his own will 
but God's, his Rule; and in ſuch a Poſture 4 4 J 5 
Subjection he came down from Heaven into thi 
Earth: ſo that-it ſhould ſeem, that Nature whic | 
did pre-exiſt, did not poſſeſs the Supreme wi A" 
Joh. 5. 38. even before it was incarnate, Again, he owii 
his Dependance upon his God and Father, cl 
tor thoſe things which it is pretended belong 19 : 
John 5. him as God, viz. the Power of working Miracle 
19, 20. of railing the Dead, of executing univerſal joich 
Fer, 27. ment; of all which he ſays, Of my own ſelf I cat 
er, 20. 40 nothing. In like manner his Apoſtles declau f 
his Subjection to another, not only as his Fathef 
but 4 his God; which is emphatically 22 
1a calling the moſt Bleſſed God, the God of on 
Lord Jeſus, after his Humiliation was over, Eph. 9 \ 
17. and the Head of Chriſt is God, 1 Cor. 11.3 
Tuer declare his Headſhip over the = 

als 'J 


the Deity of IE SuS ChRlISr. 7 
the very Foundations of his Claim to Honour 

| th Service, to be owing to the gracious Gift of | 
t tw . ieder. and yet theſe are ſome of the Phil, 2+ 9. 
y ſe Weſt Glories of Jeſus Chriſt. | 

5, (WM<t me only add under this Head that great 

t, ſo fall of irreſiſtible Evidence for proving 

9 aferiority in the Son to his Father, or to God, 

ot in . 15. from ver, 24, to 29. where the Apoſtle 


1g- [8 &veral things to this purpoſe. 
0 th . That all things are to be pur under ChriſPs |: 
, au ; all Enemies and Powers are to be ſubdued. 
im: But adds, that *tis manifeſt, God muſt be 
nothe ted out of theſe things that are under him; 
abo that for this Reaſon, becauſe *tis he who did 
1 al , under him. And how comes it to paſs, 
18 by t it is ſo evident a thing, that another muſt be 
es; i poſed to be the great Author of this Triumph 
y 1 hriſt? Why might it not be done by himſelf 
is F W-pendently, if the Supreme God? and then 
ot hire need have been no Exception of any one 
—— out of the all things under him: But the 
ure % Woitle knew that Jeſus Chriſt muſt needs tri- 
0 thi ph by a Power deriv'd from God, to whom it 
which Ss moſt eminently to be aſcribed ; and then to 
Wil e who had ſuch Thoughts, it was manifeſt 
on Wt there muſt be one excepted from the all 
„ eve gs under him, becauſe he muſt needs be above 
ng 1 1 iſt, who enables him to ſubdue all things, or 
racle ee, him 4 God over all. 
Jade The Son ſhall deliver up his Kingdom to God, even 
7 6 Father, that is, not to the Father, Son, and Holy 
eclat Noſt, as ſome pretend, but to the Father only ;, ſince 
7ather, vas the Father who gave him all Power in Hea- Matth. 28, 
reſſc and Earth, and who made him King in Zion: 18. 
of o his bands he will make a Surrender of all, in 


Eph. imony of his having done all in a Subordination 
im; and having acted and ruled in Dependance 
him, who ſhall have a ſatisfactory Account of 
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An Humble Inquiry into 
all given to him in the end, This is a Glory pe. 
culiar to the Father as Supreme. M 

3. Then the Son bimſelf ſhall be ſubjeft to bim 15% f vj 
put all things under him, 1. e. to God his Father, I 
that God may be all in all; that is, his Subje ion 
ſhall be then manifeſted by an open ſolemn Ac 
knowledgment of it, when he ſhall recognize the 
Supremacy of the Father in that publick Act of 
Surrender: So that, tho formerly (in the preſent i 
State) all Judgment and Rule was committed to 4 
the Son; yet then it ſhall be otherwiſe, and G04 
will more immediately appear in the Government 
of the future State, whch ſhall not be ſo much . 
red probably, between him and the Redeemer, a" 
the preſent Adminiſtration appears to be. Thi) > 
then will be the Iſſue of all our Diſputes ; Gul | 
all in all, and the Son bimſelf ſubject avder hin F 
Can any thing be more expreſſive of an inen Y 
tj between God and Chriſt? +: 2 
But it will be ſaid by ſome, That by the Sul | 
here, is meant the Son of Man, or Chriſt as Man; 
while as God, he ſhall not be {ubjefted te the Fe! 
ther. q 
| Reſp. As there is no [ntimation of any ſuch pic. 
tiaction between the pretended two Natures i 
the Son here; ſo there is enough in the Wo | 
to ſhew, that they are ſpoken of him, under Y 
higheſt Capacity and Character; inſomuch, thi 
Monſieur. Claude maintains it to be true of ul 
Son of God, as to his (ſuppoſed) Divine Natur 
But tho there is no need of ſuppoſing ſuch a NY 
ture (which I think the Text plainly ontradias 
yet his Reaſons will hold ſo far, as to prove tit 
Words do ſpeak of Chriſt, under the higbel 
Character he bears, by the Name of Son: ml 
Firſt, as he ſays, *tisnot ſaid the San of Man, bu 
the Son abſolutely, which he thinks in the Scrir 
ture-Uſe is wont to mean more than the 3 
| ay b 
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I the Deity of JEsUs CHRIS r. 
Y an; and undoubtedly it imports all that comes 
aer that Title: Nay more, tis ſaid, even the 
ha himſelf, with great Emphaſis; 4. d. as great 
her, d glorious as he is with all his Grandeur and 
over, he bimſelf ſhall be ſubject. Secondly, His 
pjection being oppoſed to his Reign, both muſt 
underſtood of the ſame Subject; be ſure the 
livering up the Kingdom can only be done by 
eſen e fame to which it was committed, and by 
nich it was managed. Now I ſhall allow, that 
Golly in his Human Nature, Chriſt could give up 
(Kingdom; but then *tis becauſe tis as Man 
eegated, and inhabited by God, that he ſways 
d manages this Kingdom; and if this be al- 
ved (as I think it needs muft) that the Man 
yriſt is ſufficient, by help from God, to manage 
is Univerſal Spiritual Kingdom, I ſee no Rea- 
a there will be to oppoſe thoſe Unitarians, who 
ia him to be a ſufficient Saviour and Prince, 
o be be not the only Supreme God: nor can 
y, with Reaſon, attempt to prove him to be 
Ich, from his Works and Office as King of his 
hurch, ſince *tis implyed, that as ſuch he muſt 
$0 Homage to God the Father, in delivering up 
is Kingdom to him. And this very Expreſſion, to 
vod the Father, makes it plain, that there is no 
od the Son, in the ſame Senſe, or in the ſame 
upreme Eſſence with the Father; becauſe if 
here were, then he ought not to be excluded 
rom his Glory of having ſuch open Homage paid 
o him, which is here appropriated to the Father 
only. And ſince the Apoſtle ſpeaks of the ſame 
od (whom he explains to be the Father) to the 
nd of this Diſcourſe, and ſays he ſhall be all in all; 
dow evidently does he ſhew him to be far beyond 
ill that are not God the Father, whatever Cha- 
acter elſe they bear? So then, Jeſus Chriſt, in 
is higheſt Capacity, being inferior to the _— 5 
| | 10W 
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be under a ſuperior God, who has ſet him over 
all: And ſuitable to this, 1s that Account which 


Heb. 1. 8, So when he is called God, *tis explained in what 


Tr 


Af * ſuffice us, that God hath made him both Lord and , 


Son of God (which they perverſly would ſtretch, 


to him, and of him, under the Character of God; 


An. Humble Inquiry into 
how can he be the ſame God, to which he is ſub- 


ject, or of the ſame Rank and Dignity ? 
Thus it appears that Chriſt is ſo God, as to 


the Scripture gives us of the Godhead of the Bleſ- 
ſed, Jeſus, viz. Becauſe he is inveſted with a God- 
like Authority and Power, from the Supreme 
God his Father. Thus when he was accuſed by 
the captious Jews, for aſſuming the Character of the 


as tho it imply'd an Equality with God) he. ex. iz 
plains in what Senſe only he juſtified It, uix. as 5 1 
one whom the Father had ſanctified, 5. e. called 
to a greater Office, and honoured with a higher 
Commiſſion than thoſe Magiſtrates, on whom 
the Scripture ſo freely beſtows the Title of Gogs, 


Senſe, or of what ſort of God: Tis to be under- 
ſtood, by ſaying, that his God (intimating that 
he had a God over him) had anointed him with 
Oil, &c. that is, had inveſted him with Royal 
Power and Dignity (as Kings were inſtalled in 
their Office, by anointing with Oil, among the 
Jews) which is an Explication of his Godhead or 
Dominion: And this is ſaid to be above all hs 
Fellows, not ſure above the Father and Holy Spi- 
rit, (which only are pretended to be his Fellows, 
as God, by them who underſtand it of the Su- 
preme Godhead) but above all other ſubordinate 
Beings. This is one plain Scripture-Account of 
his being called God, for theſe things are ſpoken 


O God, thy Throne, &c. I think Men ſhould be 1 
well aſſured on what Grounds they go, before 
they aſſign other Reaſons of this Character, ſo | 
different from the Scripture-Account : Let it | 


Chriſt >, | 1 


the Deity of JESUS CHRIST. 11 
briſk; that he has exalted him to be 4 Prince and Ch. 3. 21. 
%ͤ,jũjd . | 


to However, our Adverſaries will gain nothing 
er 8 alledging Texts to prove the Title of God 
ch 


Þ be given to Chriſt, ſince that may be, and 
t it will not prove him to be the Supreme 
aependent God, but only one who is inha- 


me ted of, and commiſſioned and enabled by Him 

by no is o. As to that place, which is corruptly | 
the W&ndred in our Tranſlation, he thought it no Rob- Philip. 2.6, 
ch, 10 be equal with Cod; it is confeſſed: by our 

ex- dverſaries themſelves, that it ſhou'd be read thus, 

45 ;z. that he did not aſſume, or arrogate, or 

led "Watch at, or cover an Equality with God: the 

her ords are never known to be uſed in any other 

om enſe, as is ſhown by Doctor Tillorſor in his Diſ- 


orſes againſt the Socinians; alſo by Dr. Whitby 


hat his Expoſition on that Place, and others. 
er- o that this rather denies than aſſerts Chriſt's 
hat quality to God, tho ſtill he was in the Form 
vit h God, as that notes the outward Reſemblance 
yal f him in his mighty Power and Works, &c. 
in hich is the conſtant meaning of the word Form 


Wn the New Teſtament. 
W But becanſe ſome think ſach Perfections are 
Scripture: aſcribed to Chriſt, as will prove 
im to be God in the higheſt Senſe, I proceed 
1 b ſneẽW-w; | 85 
8 7h:rdly, That our Bleſſed Lord Jeſus diſclaims 
hoſe infinite Perfections which belong only to 
he Supreme God of Gods, And *tis moſt cer- 
ken ain, that if he want one, or any of theſe Per- 
p eions that are eſſential to the Deity, he is 
ot God in the chief Senſe: And if we find 
im diſclaiming the One, he cannot challenge the 
eher; for to deny Himſelf to have all Divine 
it erfections, or to deny Himſelf to be the Infi- 
4 Vo 1 nite 


12 Nun Humble Inquiry into Vn 
nite God, is the ſame thing. Let us obſery, i 
ſome Inſtances for the Proof of this Point. 

1. One great and peculiar Perfection of the 

Deity, is Abſolute, Underived Omanipotence; 

He who cannot work all Miracles, and do what. 

ever he liſt of Himſelf, without help from ano. 

ther, can never be the Supreme Being, or God; 
becauſe he appears to be an Imperfect Detective 

Being, comparatively, ſince he needs Help, and 

can receive additional Strength from another 

than Himſelf. | —_—_ 

Now it is moſt evident, that' our Lord Jeſu 
(whatever Power he had) confeſſes again and again, 

John 5.30. that he had not Infinite Power of -Himſelf ; Of! 
my ſelf I can do nothing. He had been ſpeaking 

of great Miracles, viz. raiſing the Dead, and 
executing all Judgment; bur all along takes care, 

Men ſhou'd know that his Sufficsency for theſe 

IT Things was of God the Father. In the begin- 
Ver. 19. Bing of the Diſcourſe, he ſays, The. Son can d 
nothing but what be ſees the Fathen do: So in the 

V. 26, 27. Middle, Tye Father has given to the Son to have Life 

in Himſelf: and as if he cow'd never too much! 
- Inculcate this great Truth, he adds towards the 
Concluſion, I can do nothing of my ſelf, «x ivr, 


9 


or from nothing that is my ſelf do I draw this 


Power and Authority. Sure this is not the Voict 
of God, but of a Man! For the moſt High cat} 
receive from none; he cannot be made more 
Mighty or Wiſe, Ec. becauſe to abſolute Per. 
Rom. 11. fection can be no Addition. And ſince Power iu 
35» God, is an Eſſential Perfection; it follows, that 
if it be derived, then ſo is the Eſſence or Being 
it ſelf: which is Blaſphemy againſt the moſt 
High, for 'tis to Vngod Him; to number hin 
among poor dependent derivative Beings; . whill 
the Supreme God indeed is only He who. is the 
Firſt Cauſe, and Abſolute Original of all. 1 


1 
r 


| the Deity of JESUS ChRISTr. 13 
1 Nay further, our Lord conſiders himſelf here, 
"8 oppoſition to his Father; who, he ſays, gave 
m all Power: Now if he had ſuch an Eternal 
ivine Word, united more nearly to Him than 
ie Father, ſurely he wou'd have owned his 
per to be from that Word or Divine Sor. 

= How comes he to aſcribe nothing to that, 
ce tis ſuppoſed to be equal in Power to the 
ather himſelf, and more nearly allied to Jeſus 
hriſt, as the operating Principle in Him? 4y John 14. 
ther in me does the Works; by which, 'tis evi- 10. 
ent there was no Divine Agent in and with 
im, but the Father; He only has all Power of 
imſelf, and needs no Aſſiſtance. 
2. Another Infinite Perfection, that muſt needs 
We in the Deity, is Supreme Abſolute Goodneſs: 
Nations have conſented to this by the Light 
Df Nature; that T'4za0y, & Optimus Maximus, 
Wre the Prime Characters of the Supreme : as the 
„ % Prator ſays, he is One, quo nec melius, nec majus 
\ the Noncipi poteſt; the Eulleſt, and Higheſt of all that 

re called Good: for indeed all other Good is 

erived from Him. 5 


4 


Nov the Lord Jeſus expreſly diſclaims this | 

haracter: 7% ſaid to him, Why calleſt thou me Mat. 19. 

good? there is none Good but one, that is God; 17. 

here tis moſt evident that he diſtinguiſhes 

imſelf from God, as not the ſame with Him, 

and denies bf Himſelf what he affirms of God : 

Per. nd as to that Divine Perfection of Supreme 
Pointe Goodneſs, he challenges the Man for pre- 

Wuming to ſay what ſeemed to attribute it to 

zeig im, and leads him off to Another, who, and 
ro only was more eminently ſo. 6 

mol Xx l a> 3 . | 
is aſtoniſhing to ſee what Violence is of- 

eered to the Sacred Text, by ſach as maintain 

the Equality of jeſus Chriſt to God his Father: 
What a ſtrange fetch is it, to ſuppoſe our Lord's 

Nl Mieaning 
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Meaning to be this? 4. d. 7 know, Man, thou 4: 
not take Me for God, as I am; Why then doſt tb 
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thought or ſpake too highly of him. And verily 
if the Man's Error lay in this, that he thought 
too meanly of Chriſt, whilſt his words other. 
wiſe were juſtly enough apply'd to him; I can 
not think our Lord would have rebuked him in 


clearly to carry him off to another from Hin- 
ſelf, as not the right Object, without rectifying 
his Thoughts of Chriſt at all; and to what End 
cou'd Chriſt reprove him in ſuch a way, as never 
tells him what was his Fault, rather tempts ll 
him to run into another, and leads him out of 
tne way? - 3 — ny 
It ſhou'd ſeem rather (if any ſuch Notion had 
been then conceiv'd by any) that the Man did 
think Him to be God: for if he thought Him 
to be the Supreme Good, that was to make 
Him God in his eye; and if he did not intend 
ſo much, but only meant it of an Inferior Good, 
how could Chriſt rebuke him for it, ſince that ⁶ 
was no Fault or Error? And truly they who 
fay Chriſt's receiving Worſhip, when on Earth, 
proves his Deity, can hardly give an account 
why the Man ſhoald give, or Chriſt receive Mor- 
ſhip from him, as he did, Mark 10. 17: if he did 
not take him for God. However, whatſoever 
the Man thought, he ſays what Jeſus Chriſt 
thought, was only proper to be ſaid of God, and 2 


N 
JIA 

3. _ x" 
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the Deity of IE SuS CHRIST. 
do much to be ſaid of himſelf, as the obvious 
.ofe of his Words declares. 
And let me add, that if our Lord Jeſus had 
u purpoſe left the Matter diſguis'd, not willing 
\ diſcover who he was then; yet 'tis ſtrange that 
xe Evangeliſts, who many Years after relate the 
atter, when it was neceſſary to have it believed 
lat Chriſt was Supreme God (as it is pretended) 
gat they, I ſay, ſhould not unriddle the Mat- 
r, by inſerting ſome cautious Clauſe, as that 
ais he ſaid to prove him, or becauſe he knew 
> denied his Godhead, or the like: For ſome- 
mes on leſs Occaſions they enter ſuch Cautions, 
hn 6.6. Ch. 21. 23. And yet tho Three of the 
vangeliſts relate this Diſcourſe, they all do it 
ee ſame way, and not one of them fays a tittle 
direct us to this ſecret way of Interpreta- 
on, but leaves us to the hazard of a moſt fatal 
liſtake (even recommended to us by this Hiſ- 
ry;) if Jeſus Chriſt were indeed the Su- 
reme Good in as high a Senſe as God his 
tber, which he ſo apparently here denies, 
"= _ that denies himſelf to be the moſt High 
8 1 od. 8 . | : 
2 3. I will only add one Perfection more, vix. 
ute Omniſcience, or unlimited Knowledge of 
l Things, Paſt, Preſent, and to Come. Pſ. 147. f. 
„ Underſtanding is Infinite. So Iſa. 41. 23. Acts 
618. Known to God are all his Works from the 
Jeginning. . 1 . 
Now, tis plain our Lord Jeſus Chriſt had 
ot this Infinite Knowledge, particularly not of 
ture Things, ſuch as the Day of Judgment. 
ark 13, 32. Says he, Of that Day knows no Man, 
r not the Angels in Heaven, nor the Son, but the 
ce ther — 1 Here the Son profeſſes his Know- 
Iz to be limited, and inferiour to the Fa- 
j : 5 : ther's, 


. 


Diſtinction which ſerves 'em in all Caſes ; fo 


Subterfuge I intend now to lay open, by ſhew 


their natural and undiſguiſed appearance di 


An Humble Inquiry into | 
ther's, i. e. the Son of the Father, or Son of Cod 
the Son as above Angels in Knowledge, the S0 
in the moſt Eminent Senſe. Now how is it poll 
ſible the Son can be God Infinite, and yet hall 
but a finite Underſtanding ? or can he be equal i 
Knowledge to the Father, and yet not know xg 
much as the Father? And be ſure if he was ne 
an Infinite God, when on Earth, he cannot Wil 
ſach afterwards. Thus we have feen Chriſt hin 
felf, with his own Mouth diſclaiming Infinite Ori 
nal Power, Goodneſs and Knowledge to belong 
to Him, but he attributes them to his Father oy 
as another, diſtint from himfelf, from who 
he derived of each in a dependent limiteilf 
manner. 1 

What can be faid againſt thefe plain Arpuf 
ments? I imagine our Oppoſers have but on 
Shift left for the evading them, and that is if 


they ſay, Jeſus Chriſt ſpeaks theſe Things «fi 
Himſelf, as Man only, while he had another Nl 
ture as God, which he reſerved, and except 
out of the Caſe: So that when he fays, 1 ca 
not do thus my ſelf, or I am not to be calle 
the Chief Good, Or do not know this, &c. A 3 
cording to them, the meaning is, I have nl 
theſe Perfections in my human Nature ;, but peſ 
1 know, and can do all unaſſiſted, and am ti 
chief Good in my Divine Nature, which alſd i 
more properly my ſelf. The. Vanity of whit 
ing how abſurdly this Diſtinction of the :wo V 
rures is pretended, to take off the Force of ſuc 
Expreſſions from Chriſt's ow] n Mouth, which inf 


proclaim his Inferiority to God, even the Fi 
ther, And I fhall dwell the more upv w = 
| ecauſ 
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lief fails. 


at Intimation of any ſuch Diſtinction of two 
tures they can point us to, in any of theſe 
courſes of Chriſt? Why fhould Men deviſe 
imagine for him, ſuch a ſtrange, and ſeem- 
ly deceitful way of ſpeaking, from no Ground, 

Neceſſity, other than that of upholding 
ir own precarious Opinion? But I have 


r. | 1 
That which in the Firſt place I have to ob- 

againſt it is, That our bleſſed Lord Jeſus 
riſt, if Himſelf was the Supreme God in any 
ture of his own, cou'd not have ſaid ſuch 
ngs, as I conceive, in any confiſtency with 


Wed ſtrictly) he cou'd not ſay. Himſelf cou'd 
do, or did not know the Thing, which all 


3 while Himſelf cou'd do, and did know 


y well, as beſure if he was the Supreme 
d, he cou'd and did; for this were to make 
a ſay what is moſt falſe,” and to equivocate 


tures, and fo had two Capacities of Know- 
ge, &c: yet ſince Himſelf includes them both, 
ollows, that the denying a Thing of Him- 


the words, or other obvious Circumſtances, 
s plainly imply a denial of its belonging to 
part of his Perſon, or to any Nature init. 
© tho we may affirm a Thing of a Perſon, 
ie fich belongs only to a part of him; as I may 


"Thi perly ſay a Man is wounded or hurt, tho 


ecaul Wc only in one Member, ſuppoſe an Arm: 


zoſe *tis the moſt popular and common Eva- 
and comes in at every turn, when all other 


t would be no unreaſonable Demand, to ask, | 


eral Remarks to make upon this common An- 


uth and Sincerity, (which he always main- 


the moſt deceitful manner: for tho we ſhou'd 
poſe he conſiſted of two infinitely diſtant 


in abſolute Terms, without any Limitation 


A . 
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18 An Humble Inquiry into 
pet I cannot juſtly deny a Thing of him whit 
belongs only to one part, becauſe it belongs nl 
to another; as I cannot ſay a Man is not wound 
ed, becauſe tho one Arm be ſhot or wound 
pet the other is whole | 
For inſtance, I have two Organs of Sight, n 
Eyes. Now ſuppoſe I converſe with a Man mit 
one Eye ſhut and the other open; if bein 
asked whether I ſaw him, 1 ſhou'd dare to {1 
I ſaw him not (without any limitation) mea 
ing to my ſelf, that I ſaw him not with th 
Eye which was ſhut, tho ſtill 1 ſaw him we 
enough with the Eye which was open; I feat 
ſhou'd bear the Reproach of a Lyar and I 
ceiver, notwithſtanding ſuch a mental Reſernj 
tion as ſome would attribute to the Holy 7/af 
„ For Knowledge is the Eye of the Perſon ; Jelt 
Chriſt is ſuppoſed to have two of theſe knor 
1 ing Capacities; the one weak, the other ſtroſ 
iin and piercing, that diſcerns all Things. Nom! 
in | ſuch an one, the Diſciples repair to him, al 
Mat. 24. 3. ask him, when the end of the World and tin 
of his Coming ſhall be? He anſwers them, | 
giving them ſome general Account of the Mia 
. ter, but ſays that the particular Day and Hn 
he knew not, nor did any know but the Fathe 
meaning (ſay my Oppoſers) that he knew it n 
with his Human Knowledge, tho he knew 
well enough with his Divine, at the ſame tin 
that he ſaid, the Sen knows it not, abſolutely at 
W indefinitely. "4 | 5 
\ 41; 4 And yet if Jeſus Chriſt had a Divine Kno- 
TMR . ledge and Nature, no doubt his Diſciples (wh 


1 if any body, muſt be ſuppoſed to believe! 
ae directed the Queſtion to that, rather than 
h the imperfect human Capacity; and yet in a 

4: 84 Yi-0k 5 ſwer to it, he ſays, he knew not the Day, whic 
Vid TY wou'd not be counted Sincerity or og 


) 


ps oh 
ound 


in his Mouth no Guile was; let us not im- 
Inde 47 yg 


te it to him. 3 TI 
That you may ſee this is fair Reaſoning, bear 
w ſome of the other ſide own it, when out of the 


t, tn 
> ul at of this Controverſy. See Dr. Stilling fleet's 
bein mon on Mat. 10. 16. ſpeaking of the Equi- 
to {1 ations of Popiſh Prieſts, whoſe common An- 


er, when examined about what they have 
own by Confeſſion, is that they know it not, 
ich they think to vindicate from the charge 


meat 
th th. 


n we 
J fear lying; by ſaying, that in Confeſſion, the Prieſt 
1d Di ps Matters as God, not as Man, and therefore 
eſervl denies to know them; meaning it as Man: But 
5% the Door, this is abſurd ; becauſe to ſay 
j [cl does not know, is as much as to ſay he doth 
knon any way know. Now if this be a good An- 


r againſt the Papiſts, as no doubt it is; then 
tis ſo in the preſent Caſe, Therefore when 
iſt ſays, he knows not the Day of Judgment; 
as much as to ſay he does not any way know 


{rol 
Now 
N, al 
d tit 
em, | 


he Ma was as Man only: we muſt beware leſt we 


d Hn g the Holy Jeſus under ſuch a reproach for 
Fathe vocation, as the Romiſh Prieſts lie under; 
it u make the Jeſuirs themſelves think they bare 
cnew dod Title to that Name, by imitating herein 
me tit Example, which in this very inſtance they 


ige with ſo great Advantage, according to 
Interpretation. „„ 55 
, As a farther Evidence; that Jeſus Chriſt in- 


tely al 


Kno f | | 
oo led no ſuch Diſtinction of two Natures, as 
eve I retended; tis to be obſerved, that he puts 
e the diſtinction, or oppoſition between the 
* of Man, and the Eternal Word (as ſome 
* IK) but between the Son and: his Father: Not Mark 13. 
Pruth! Son knows, but only the Father 3 by which "tis 32. 
Ml» he had ne thought of ineluding any Fer- 
1 „ ſon 


en, much leſs was Jeſus Chriſt in danger of 


and conſequently, *tis a vain Shift to ſay, 


ms 
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quently where None but the Father knows, none 
who is not the Father, can be intended: and 


rp yore 
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A Humble Inquiry into 
ſon or Nature of his own among the excepted; 
for whatever was not the Father, he ſays, was 
ignorant of that Day. Now *tis certain, that in 
no. Nature was the Son the Father; and conſe- 


fince our Lord was making an exception ig the 
Caſe, he wou'd not have forgotten to except the 
Eternal Word too, if there had been ſuch a Di- 
vine Principle in himſelf, equal to the Fa- 
ther and diſtinct from him; for *tis a known 
Rule, that an Exception from a general Aſſertion, 
confirms it as to other Inſtances not excepted. 
Will they ſay, that by the Father is meant 
all Three Perſons here, v:z. Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt? What! can the Father as oppoſed to the 
Son, Be put for the Father and the Son ? What 
woful work will this make with Scripture, to 
ſuppoſe that what are oppoſed to each other, 
do include each other, under the very Charac- 
ters by which they are oppoſed ? As well ma 
they ſay that in the Baptiſmal Form, by the F.. 
ther is meant, Father, Son, and Spirit, tho he 
be diſtinguiſhed from the other two. And | 
ſhou'd deſpair of ever underſtanding the Scrip- 
tures above all Books that ever were written, 
at this rate of Interpretation. No doubt there: 
fore, but the Father as oppoſed to the Son, ex- 
cludes all that is the Son; and then there cou' 
be no Son of God that knew of that Day which 
only the Father knew of, and conſequently 10 
.Son that is God equal to the Father. 
- 3. Moreover, That Interpretation muſt needs 
be unjuſt, which if admitted, will make all, evel 
the moſt plain Speech, uncertain, and utterly in. 
ſignificant; as this Interpretation of Chriſt" 
words wou'd do. For as I ask the Patrons d 
this Opinion, in what words Jeſus Chriſt coul 
- „ — M 


* 


the Deity of JESUS EHRIST. 
brief have denied himſelf' to be God moſt 
igh, if he had a mind to do it, more plain 
. Ind full than fheſe ? in which he ſays, he knew 
ad zot all things as the Father did, nor con'd de 
ll things, &c. So I wou'd fain have them ſhewy 
me, what Words of that nature he cou'd have 
ſed, which the ſame way of Interpretation, as 
hey here uſe, will not evade and make inſig- 
nificant, ' For had he ſaid, or ſwors in plain 
words thus, viz. I tell you I am not the Su- 
reme God, and none but my Father has that 
lory; they wou'd upon the ſame Reaſon ſtill 
Wave ſaid, This was to be underſtood of him as 
Vn only. So that no words profeſſing him- 


| 7 


1 elf not to be God, cou'd be a proof of it, if 
- e his way of Interpretation be allowed. I may 

5 herefore ſafely ſay thus much, that the Bleſſed 
? 


eſus has declared himſelf not to be the Supreme 
od, or equal to the Father, as Jury as words 
ou'd ſpeak, or in brief expreſs; and that this 


oY eclaration made by him already, is not to be 
| 10 vaded any other way, than what will make it 
nf poſſible his Mind fmou'd be underſtood by any 
he rords he cou'd have deſignedly uſed in the mat- 
<1? cr. Let any one try if this do not hold true: 


ind ſure it muſt be an abſurd way of Interpre- 
ation, which leaves a Man no Opportunity or 
Power of ſpeaking his Meaning plainly, fo as to 
A SLES. 
4. Again, this way of Iaterpretation, which 
ne Advocates of the Opinjon'T oppoſe, are fo 
uch neceſſitated to for upholding their Cauſe, 
does plainly overthrow it again, and may be 


= 


2 ur ned againſt themſelves: for if it be juſt and 
vor rue to deny of Chriſt abſolutely what belongs 
5 him in one Nature, becauſe there is another 


Nature in which it belongs not to him; ther, 
ince to be the chief God belongs to him (ac- 


or preach ſo, That Jeſus is not God, that he can- 
not do all things, nor is equal to the Father, 
c:? Wou'd they not conclude he was a Denier 


attribute to Chriſt, a Man may be taught to ſay 


Chriſt, but what belongs to his Manhood (which 


to his Supreme Deity, which muſt be moſt 


| Hot.) So that one may ſay, I believe not that 
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cording to our Adverſaries) only in one Nature, 
and not in reſpe& of the other, or human Na. 
ture, it follows that it may as *juſtly be ſaid 
Jeſus Chriſt is not God, nor to be worſhipped. or 
truſted as ſuch ; nay, that he was not before the 
Virgin Mary, according to them, and the like; 
and this without adding) any limitation or re- 
ſtriction, any more than our Lord does in the 
tine. . 
What wou'd they ſay to one who ſhou'd ſpeak 


of the Deity of Chriſt, elſe he wou'd never 
ſpeak ſo unguarded? Upon the ſame account, 
when Jeſus Chriſt himſelf ſays, that he cannot 
of himſelf do all things, nor knows all things, 
and makes no reſerves in his words, we may 


_ conclude he alſo denies his being Supreme God; 


elſe, if it be a juſt way of ſpeaking in him, it 
cannot be unjuſt in us to imitate him, by deny- 
ing him indefinitely to be, what he in any one 
Nature is not, i. e. that he is not God, without 
adding more, | 
| Nay, after this way of Speaking which they 


his Creed backward, and yet make a true Profeſ- 
ſion of his Faith, by denying of Jeſus Chriſt in 
abſolute Expreſſions, whatever may be denied of 
one of his Natures. Thus ſince the Apoſtles Creed 
takes notice of nothing to be believed concerning 


13 ſtrange, if there were any Articles relating 
important) one may venture to deny them all, 
with this ſecret unexpreſſed Reſerve, viz. mean- 
ing it of the Divine Nature (to which they belong 


Jeſus 


. 


the Deity of JESUS CHRIST. : "age 
eſus Chriſt was Conceived of the Holy Ghoſt, or 
zorn of the Virgin Mary; | believe that he never 


ſaid yas Crucified mer Pontius Pilate, nor was Dead 
1 or r Buried; that he never Roſe nor Aſcended, nor 
the rin Return viſibly again: for his Divine Nature 
ke; which tis pretended he had) was not capa- 
re le of theſe Things. And ſince they ſay, the 


erſonality is Divine, here ſeems more warrant 
o be bolder in denying indefinitely of the Per- 
on what belongs not to the Divine Nature, 
yhoſe the Perſonality is, than in ſo denying of 
he Perſon what only belongs not to the hu- 
nan Nature; as this Interpretation makes Chriſt 


nier 

ver o do. C . 

unt, 5. Finally, it weighs ſomething with me, in 
not ppoſition to this way of Inter pretation, that 


he Evangeliſts never take any occaſion (when 
hey had ſo many) to ſubjoin any Caution againſt 
aking Chriſt's Words in their obvious Senſe, 
when he ſays, He did not know the Hour, &c. 
ind the like. If, as we ſaid, our Lord had no 
mind to reveal his Divinity (tho I ſee not ſtill. 
hy he ſhou'd deny it thus) yet ſure his Apo- 
les who wrote ſo many Years after, whom it 
oncerned to reveal all important Truths moſt 
learly, wou'd not fail to have ſet the Reader 
ight, by removing ſach obvious Objections as 
heſe are againſt the Supreme Deity of Chriſt ; 


d of and ſaying, he ſpake this only in reſpe& of his 

reed anhood, that he knew not all things, &c. But 

ing here is not one Caution given, as often we find John 2.21. 
nich here was about leſs Matters. No doubt it was Ch. 11.13. 
ing becauſe they wou'd have the thing underſtood 

oft as it fairly lies, not thinking of any ſuch ſe- 


er et Reſerve in Chriſt, of a Divine Nature in his 
Perſon, to be tacitly excepted, when he had de- 
nied ſuch Perfections aß his Perſon indefinitely. 


C 4 In Thus 


* 
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Thus it remains good, that jeſus Chriſt dif. 

claims infinite Perfections to belong to him a; 
to the Father; and therefore thay he is not the 
ſame infinite God with him, if we can believe 
his own Words. But before I conclude this Ar- 
gument, I ſhall endeavour to anſwer what our 
Oppoſers offer on the contrary fide : they ſay 
there is abundant Evidence from other Scriptures, 
that Jeſus Chriſt has thoſe Perfections in him, 
which I have ſhewed in the forementioned places 
_ he denies of himſelf, Theſe they lay in Balance to 
the other; and ſince both ſides cannot be proved, 
it muſt be examined, which ought to yield, Par- 
ticularly they ſay, Omniſcience is aſcribed to Jeſus 
Chriſt, even ſuch as is peculiar to the Supreme 
God; and ſince this indeed is that infinite Per- 
fection which they ſeem to alledge the moſt plau- 
ſible Teſtimonies for its belonging to him, there- 
fore I chuſe to ſingle out this in particular. [ 
think I have made good the Negative already 
from his own Mouth, that he did not know 
all things: Nor can any thing of equal Evidence 
and Force be produced for the Affirmative, as 
will appear upon conſiderate Examination. 

The Inſtances uſually alledged to prove the in- 
finite Omniſcience of Jeſus Chriſt, are either, 
1, Such as ſpeak of his knowing all things in 
general; or, 2. Of his knowing Mens Thoughts 

| wy Hearts in particular. To both which 1 
—_ *** 
Firſt, Tis objected, that the Diſciples aſcribe 
to him the Knowledge of all things, as John 
16. 30. Ch. 21. 17. Thou knoweſt all Things. | 
anſwer, That as thoſe Expreſſions are words of 

dmiration from the Diſciples nat yet inſpired; 
ſo they are intended only to expreſs a very great 
and comprehenſive Kuowledge, far from Infinite 
Divine Omniſcience: as appears, by 
v * 2 5 4 f ; * . 1 hs MO Ss Ws 
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1. By Chriſt's own words; he knew not what 
ay e Father knew, viz. the particular Time of -— o 
he e Day of Judgment. | "" 


2. In that'it was common to aſcribe all Know- 


r- dec to Men of extraordinary Wiſdom, eſpe- 
ur jally when any intended to commend them 
ay Mighly, and were affected with Wonder; for 
es dmiration and Praiſe naturally inclines to run 


m, t into Hyperboles. Thus the Woman of Te- 

ces ab, under a ſurprizing wonder of David's Sa- | 
to NMacity, cries out: My Lord knows all things on 2 Sam. 14. 
ed, arth, and is as wiſe as an Angel. And the Apo- 20. | 


le in commendation of ſome Chriſtians ſays, 
ey know all things. And yet tis plain ſuch En- 1 John 2, 


me omiums maſt have their limitations. And in- 20, 27. 
er leed the Fews ſeem to have thought their Pro- 
au- WH hets knew, in a manner, af Things: Thus when 
re- Woman of ill Fame anointed our Lord's Head, 


he Phariſee ſays of him, I this Man were 4 Lak. 7.39. 
Prophet, he would knew what manner of Woman © 
his is; And when the Woman of Samarsa found 

hat he told her of all her ſecret Acts that ever 

e did, ſhe concludes thus, Sir, I perceive thou John 4.19. 
art a Prophet. Tis no wonder then if the Di- 
ciples ſpeak thus of him, Thou tnoweſt all 
things, without eſteeming him more than the 


in ¶ereateſt of Prophets. EP | | 
hts 3. Tis evident they never intended more, by 


attributing al Knowledge to him, from their own 
words in one of the Texts mentioned, John 16. 
30. where the Diſciples tell us, how much they 
inferred from his great Knowledge (which they 


| deſcribe and extol, by ſaying, Thou knoweſt all 
s of things) not that he was God, but one ſent of 
ed; God, By this we believe that thou cameſt forth 
reat from God: Not that thou thy ſelf art that God. 


So that by theſe large Expreſſions, they only in- 
tend to attribute to him what a created Being 
"ne > & ”.r 
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is, by Divine Aſſiſtance, capable of: and there: 
fore *tis Violence to their words, to infer from 
them, that Jeſus Chriſt is God, when themſelve; 
infer no ſuch thing, who beſt knew their Own 
meaning, 

And yet if it were granted that our Lord 
Jeſus knows all things, i. e. which actually are; 
yet if he knows not all Futurities too, which 
| himſelf denies, he comes ſhort of infinite Om- 
niſcience. For ought I know, a finite Being may 
have a Knowledge commenſurate to this poor. 
Earth, which is but 4 duſt of the Ballance; and 
yet not know all God's ſecret Purpoſes, or the 
- Seaſons which the Father keeps in his own hand, 
Acts 1. 7. 

2. Tis objected, That the Knowledge of the 
Heart I is aſcribed to Chriſt, John 2. 25, Mat. 9. 9. 
but eſpecially Rev. 2. 23. And this they fay is 
what belongs to God only, as Soloman judges, 
1 Kings 8. 39. and God claims it as his eminent 
Glory, Fer. 17. 10. and yet Feſus Chriſt ſays, I 
am he who ſearches the Heart ; therefore ſay they, 
ſurely he muſt be that God, who only knows the 
Hearts of all the Children of Men. I take this to 
be the ſtrongeſt inſtance that can be produced 
from the Sacred Text, for proving any Infinite 
Divine Perfections to belong to the Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, and it ſhall be ſeriouſly conſidered. 

In anſwer hereto, I ſhall ſhew Two things. 
1. In what Senſe, the ſearching and knowing 
the Heart is made peculiar to God, and incom- 
municable to others, by thoſe Texts. 2. That 
notwithſtanding it be peculiar to him in _ 
Senſe, yet theſe Acts may in another Senſe be 

uſtly attributed to. another, and performed by 
5 who is not the moſt High God. 

1. As to the former, tho Solomon ſays, Thou, 
Lord, only n the Hearts of all Men; $ 
What 


D 
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re- vat if 1 ſay, 'tis no wonder that Solomon ſhou'd 
om ot know of any other to whom that Excellency 
ves as communicated, ſince this Myſtery of the 
wa BR: ſcarchable Riches and Fulneſs of Chriſt, and of 


od's being manifeſt in his Fleſh, and his bigh 
xaltation of him, was hidden in the Ages paſt, 
ad only manifeſted in the times of the Goſ- 
hel: for *tis in theſe latter times that our Lord 
eſus has obtained his great Authority and Dig- 


aa) ity, for which he has received anſwerable Abi- 

oor ities. Vet 1 add, ſuch Expreſſions in Scripture, 

an ppropriating ſome Perfections to God, do only 
6 


mport that God has 20 Equal herein, or that 
here is an Eminent Senſe only in which ſuch Per- 
ections are peculiar to God, and incommuni- 
able to all others; tho ſtill in a lower Senſe 


9. dmething of them may be communicated by 

1 im to others. And this ſhall be ſeen to be 

es, no forced Suppoſition, but according to the cur- 

enk ent ſtrain of plain Scripture, in a multitude 

If Inſtances. Thus *tis ſaid, that God only is 

4 ;/ſe, Rom. 16.27. 1 Tim. 1. 17. So Ch. 6. 16. 
K 


od only has Immortality. So thou only art Holy, 


to Mev. 15. 4. And yet there are Wiſe and Holy 
ed Men, and immortal Holy Angels and Spirits. 
o But the meaning of thoſe appropriate Expreſ- 
10S 


ſons is, that the Bleſſed God is Wiſe, and 
Holy, and Immortal, in a more excellent Way 


By: and higher Senſe than all others, and in which 
ng Senſe others cannot be ſo. So when 'tis ſaid, 
m- od only knows the Hearts of Men, it muſt 
nat be interpreted the ſame way, viz. That there 
* is none can know the Heart as God does, ſo uni- 


verſally, ſo immediately and independently; and 
yet *tis no contradiaion, to ſay that he enables 
another to do it, in great meaſure, -under him. 
And as he would argue but very weakly, who 
Jhou'd go about ta proye an Angel 1 

| rom 
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from this, that he is called Holy and Wiſe, 6. 


which are ſaid to belong to God only: even f 
in the ſame manner muſt they argue, who would 

rove Jeſus Chriſt to be the Supreme God, fron 
bis knowing Mens Hearts, becaufe tis ſaid to 
belong to God only; except they can ſhew that 
Jeſus Chriſt knows in the ſame excellent inde. 
pendent Manner, and Degree as his Father, and 
that he is no more beholden to him for Ability 
and Aſſiſtance, than he is to his Son Jeſus Chriſt 


So I might argue from I/. 46. 9. that God only 
knows Futurities, and yet how often have the 


Prophets foretold them from him? 

And *tis not hard to ſuppoſe, that as Holineſs 
and Wiſdom, ſo to know the Thoughts and 
Hearts of Men, hath been communicated to 
Prophets and Apoftles. Was there not ſome- 


thing of this, if not in the Prophet El;ſh#s tel 


ling the ſecret Counſels of the Syrian King, 
2 Kings 6. 12. yet at leaſt im the Spirit of 4:ſcerning 
mentioned 1 Coy. 12. 10. and in the Caſe of Ana- 
nias and Saphira? I grant this was by Divine 4 
ſiſt ance of the Spirit of God, and by Revelation: 
Neither is our Lord Feſus Chriſt aſham*d to own 
that his Knowledge is ſometimes owing to Reve- 
lation from God his Father, Rev. 1. 1. If any 


| ſhould ask, hew Jefus Chriſt comes to know al 


that he reveals in thoſe ſeven Epiſtles to the ſe- 


ven Churches, cc. the very firſt Words of that 


Book of the Revelations may be an Anſwer; 1 
was the Revelation which God gave to Feſus Chriſt, 
&c. No wonder then that he ſays, he knows 


their: Works, their Hearts, and their approach- 


ing Judgments and Tryals, when his own vaſt 
Abilities are aſſiſted by God's Revelation. | 
But it will be ſaid, that his ſearching the Heart, 


Imports it to be his own Act. Anſwers So it 
ma very well be; for whatever a Man knows, 


he 
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on e Mind ſearch, and yet be under the Light of 
ould evelation, and the Influence of ſuperior Af 
fron ance * But yet after all, theſe Words of ſearch- 
d Ms the Heart, are only an Expreſſion that de- 


otes the Accuracy of his Knowledge, not the 


that ain 1 | 
anner Of attaining to it; for taken properly, as 
nde. eri) d to God, 'tis diſhonourable to fay, be is 
ilit ut to make a ſearch, ſince all things are naked 
i nd open to his view. And if they muſt be ta- 
ea /ri#ly and properly, as apply'd to Chriſt, 


hey do to God, and ſo can be no Argument of 
is being that God, Which leads me to ſhew, 


14 | Secondly, That there's no Abſurdity in attri- 
| to buting this Knowledge of the Heart to Feſus 
me. ri, tho he be not the Moſt High God. That 
tel. e knows things with ſome Limitation as to the 
15 Degree, and in dependence on his Father as to the 
8 anner, appears by what has been ſaid already. 
* And therefore the Knowledge of the Heart at- 
' 4 ributed to him, muſt be ſuch as is conſiſtent with 


edges. | | 
'Tis pleaded, That *tis not poſſible for a Finite 
Being to have ſuch univerſal Knowledge of. the 


Chriſt, and which as Head and Ruler of the 


* 1 and World, he ought to have, and there- 
1 4 ore he is infinite Gd. 118 

i Anſwer; Jam pretty fare it can never be de- 
44, monſtrated, that it exceeds a finite Capacity to 
10 know the Concerns of all on this Earth, when 


eſt manner by Divine Influence and Revelation. 
The Reaſon is, becauſe the Object is finite; and 
I challenge any Man to ſhew me how it can be 
impoſſible for a finite Capacity to W a 

5 5 5 nite 


knows it by his own Act. And why. may not 


hen they belong not to him in the ſame Senſe as 


is Subordination to the Father's greater Know- 


earts and Ways of Men, as is aſcribed to Jeſus - 


the enlarged Underſtanding is aſſiſted in the high- 


29 


intelligent Creature, and could diffuſe his intel- 


of the Sun of Righteouſneſs, Jeſus Chriſt. 


tance between theſe two were ſo ſmall, that there 
could not be one made of a Capacity ſo much 
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finite Object, as this World is, and would be, 
tho it were ten thouſand times greater than it is? 
I am ſatisfy'd this can never be demonſtrated 
to imply any Contradiction in it; and that al 
ſuch Imaginations concerning it, proceed chiefly 
from too high a Conceit of Man, and too loy 
Apprehenſion of the infinite God; as if the dif. 


above Men, as to be commenſurate to them al], 
but preſently he muſt be the Moſt High God : as 
tho that Supreme Being could not produce one 
who ſhould be a thouſand times beyond all this 
Earth and its Inhabitants, and yet it be infinitely 
below himſelf. Methinks, if the Sun was but an 


lectual Influences as he does his natural, could 
but ſee and underſtand with his Beams and ſecret 
Influences, *tis eaſy to imagine what a penetra- 
ting and - comprehenſive Knowledge he might 
have: but we may entertain much greater thoughts 


And J conceive a ſtrong Argument to prove 


| Jeſus Chriſt as Man, capable of ſuch deep and 


| Eph. 1.22. 


extenſive Knowledge, may be drawn from the 
Offices of Dignity and Power conferred on him 
by God : For God has given to him to be Head over 


Johns. 22. all things. He has given or committed to him all 


Ver. 27. 


Judgment; and that as the Son of Man. In ſhort, 


his Kingly Office, by which he rules over all the 
World, and takes ſpecial Care of all his Members, 


as it neceſſarily ſuppoſes his Knowledge of the 
whole Eſtate of his Church and every Member of 
it, as far as is neceſſary for the Diſcharge of that 
Truſt; ſol think it undeniably proves this large 
Knowledge to be exerciſed by him as Man, how- 
ever he gains it. ETC 

6 


For, 
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For, ſince this Office and Power is given, it 
cannot terminate in the Divine Nature; for who 


can give co God any Dignity or Power, who has 
all originally in his own Being? it muſt then be 
given to the Man, or Human Nature only: And 
if the Man Chriſt Jeſus ſuſtains this Office, and be 
inveſted with this Kingly Power, even with all 


power in Heaven and Earth; then as Man we 


cannot deny him to be ſuitably qualified for it 
with all requiſite Abilities, leſt we reproach God, 
as calling one to an Employment, who is not 
fitted for it, or Himſelf in aſſuming a Truſt which 
he is not able to diſcharge. Beſides, unleſs his 


Human Nature can execute this Power, it cannot 


be ſaid to be given to it; for a Power which 
annot be exerted, or is impoſlible to be execu- 


ed, is not given nor received, any more than a 
ommiſſion, or Grant to a Stock or a Tree, to 


dear Rule, not over the other Trees, (as in Jotham's 
Apologue) but over a Nation, or to command an 
Army: Tis no Gift at all, if this were the Caſe, 
hat the Man Chriſt Jeſus be utterly incapable 
df the Office and Government lodged in him. 


If it be ſaid, That tho the Office and delegated 


Authority be committed to the Human, yet tis 
dnly executed by the Divine Nature in Chriſt : 
| anſwer, Tis moſt unreaſonable to ſuppoſe this 


W7r committed to the Man Chriſt, who muſt | 
at laſt deliver it up; and yet the Management of 1 Cor. 15. 


t belong only to another Being. How can he be 24+ 


ommended for being faithful over the Houſe of Heb, 3. 2, 
od, to him who appointed or conſtituted him, when 6. | 


tis not expected he ſhould execute his Office? 1 
grant indeed that his X;ngly Office is executed by 
he Aſliſtance of God, as he exerts his divine 


.ower and Wiſdom, through the Human Nature 
of Chriſt, and communicates of them in 4, Fulneſs 


o him, in whom it dwells : But to ſay, that the 
* . Man 


P W tr: a. ACS 


for Man, in execution of a delegated or ſubordi. 


not meet to be ſaid of the Supreme God. y-. 


| mitted as a Truſt to him, ſo he certainly wantz 


Man Chriſt does not exerciſe his Kingly Univer. 
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ſal Power, but that his Divine Nature (ſuppoſing M 
it) does ſolely and immediately execute the Of. 
fice given to him as Mar or Mediator (for to God, 
can nothing be given) is in my Mind a moſt groß 
Abſurdity : for *tis to ſay, That God officiate i 


nate Authority; or that he acts under the Au. Wcrv 
thority and in the Name of a Creature, which h hath 
mains therefore, That as Chriſt's univerſal King. 
dom and Headſhip, is by Gift from God («i 
which only the Man Chriſt is the Receiver) con 


no Ability to execute that Truſt in the Natun 


_ entruſted with it; I ſay, no Ability, whether 5 
Power or Knowledge, ſufficient to render him im, 
careful, vigorous, and every way moſt effeQuiMiWtio!: 
Head of his Body, and Ruler of the World: and hic 


to deny this, is to rob him of his greateſt Glory. 
Beſides, what Benefit or Gift is it to the Muß 


Chriſt, that the Divine Nature ſhould execute : f 
Power which it always had, and could exerci: f a 
| without any Gift to him? What Reward, or} mon 
what Addition was this to him? 3 
Another Argument may be drawn from that nive 
comfortable Ground of Confidence in a Chriſtian Mence 
Addreſs to God, which the Scripture lays dow: oth 
viz, The ſympathizing Compaſſion of our Lott nor 


| paſſionate earneſt Advocate for us; and this b 


Jeſus Chriſt towards his diſtreſſed Servants, ati · 
ling from his own Sufferings when on Earth: 
Seeing we have not an High Prieſt, who cannot bt 
touched with the feeling of our Infirmities, but wail 
all points tempted as we are; let us therefore con 
boldly to the Throne of Grace. Chriſt's having been 
try'd with Sufferings, makes him a more com- 
Ae 


dur Comfort. | . 
1 ; Nov 


1 
* 


the Deity of JESUS ChRISr. 
Now tis certain, this Compaſſion ariſing from 
Wis own Experience of Trouble, can belong to 
one but his Human Nature; the Divine Nature 
s compaſſionate, but not for this Reaſon, becauſe 


ras only the Man Chriſt ſuffered, and conſequent- 


y feels a Sympathy from hence with his diſtreſſed 


__ F:/w-fcel;ng of them; for none can ſympathize 
With the Miſeries of others which he knows 
ot of: So that they who deny Chriſt's Human 
ature to be capable of the knowledge of all our 
iſeries, do in effect deny him to be ſuch a Com- 
eſſionate Advocate as the Scripture repreſents 
im, and rob us of this ſtrong Ground of Conſo- 


Thich the Apoſtle would have us to build on. 

And this Doctrine has been ſo far from appear- 
ng either impoſſible or abſurd to the Reaſon 
Mankind, that I might produce the Conſent 
a very great number of learned Men, even 
mong them who oppoſe my other Opinions. 
Je Zutherans allow the Man Chriſt a ſort of 
iverſal Knowledge, as well as univerſal Pre- 

Wence, which they plead for. The School-men, 
th Thomiſts and Scotiſte, allow him univerſal 


laining it. ED 

And there was a time in the Sixth Century, 
ſhen in the Chriſtian Church ſome were branded 
ith Hereſy, under the name of Agnoete, who 


dnceive muſt have been in relation to his Hu- 


ave a Divine Nature, and *tis hard to imagine 
ey could attribute Ignorance, to that. But 
VNaving that Matter which is diſputed) it is 


t was tempted, or grieved with Miſery : No, it 


ervants. And tis moſt certain, that if he ſym- 
athizes with them in their Troubles, he muſt 
When know them in that Nature, which only has 


tion and Hope in our Approaches to God, 


.nowledge, tho they differ in their way of ex- 


eld Chriſt was ignorant of any thing, which I 


„ Nature; for thoſe Perſons owned him to 


enough 
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2 
enough for my purpoſe, viz. to prove what Sen. "Y 


An Humble Inquiry into 3 


* 


the Chriſtian Church then had of Chriſt's exter yl 


Knowledge, as Man; that they who wrote 4 Vit, 
gainſt thoſe Herericks, do expreſly deny any ly, F 
norance in Chriſt as Man; for this we may pro. art 
duce two famous Patriarchs of the Chriſtian Chard ro 
at that time, viz. Eulogius of Alexandria, an „ 
ö | 2 _ 
Gregory of Rome: Thoſe Hereticks produc'd fu 


their Opinion, Chriſt's: Words, That he knen * 
not the Time of the laſt Judgment, as an Inſtance 
of his Ignorance. To this the former Perſoi 
ſays, That he was not ignorant of it, not A 


7 


and much leſs as God. The latter ſays, In Natu.. L. 
quidem humanitatis noviſſe, ſed non ex Natur hum Mn 
nitatis. He knew it with the Human Nature, but os 
that Knowledge did not riſe from the Humanity; do 
which is what I maintain as to the Knowledge 
attribute to him, but not extending it ſo far ul ad, 
to all Futurities, which they did. | =; 
And l find not a few of the Modern Reform zwe 
Divines, who (when out of this Diſpute) Tpeal „ 
agreeably to this, and are far from thinking 1 
Idolatry, to aſcribe as much Knowledge as I hang at h 
done, to the Man Chriſt. Thus the Reverenitn 
Mr. Baxter, in his Notes on —Eph. 4. 16. plainh e- 
intimates, that he conceives an Angel might MF; 7, 
made capable of ruling the Univerſal Church 2 
Earth by Legiſlation, Judgment, and Execution; ev. 
For having ſaid this Task was impoſſible to al t t 
Power but Divine, he corrects himſelf by adding vine 
er Angelica] at leaſt : and ſure the Man Chrilf eat. 
Ability is far ſuperior to Angels; beſides that l Dd R 
has them miniſtring to him, and giving him no ing; 
_ Tice of matters if there be any occaſion z for il eart. 
bas ſeven principal Spirits, who are the Eyes of th her 
Lamb ſent forth through all the Earth, as the fam ch 
Author interprets. Rev. 5. 6. oſe 
. | Ys : r Al 
* v8 


I. 


the Deity of J ESUS CHRIST. 


So the Author of the little Book, called, The 
Future State, the ſame who wrote the Good Sama- 
itan, a worthy Divine of the Church of England, 
ays many things very rational concerning the 
arge extent of Chriſt's Human Knowledge ; that 
Probably, He can as eaſy inſpett the whole Globe of 
, Earth, and the Heavens that compaſs it, as we 
, view a Globe of an Inch Diameter P. 46, 47. 
at he intercedes as Man; and can he intercede in a 
"> :/c which he knows not? So again, P. 150. The 
"Mike ſays Limborch in his Theol, Chriſt. lib. 5. c. 18. 
Let me add only the Teſtimony of Dr. Thomas 
oodwin, who was never I ſuppoſe cenſur'd for 
In 7/dolater among Diſſenters; and yet *tis ſcarce 
Woſſible that I ſhould attribute greater Know- 
age to the Mar Jeſus Chriſt than he. See his 
lect Caſes, Part III. where he ſays, The Human 
nderſtanding of Chriſt takes in all Occurrences 
hich concerns his Church, And that as he ſaid, All 
wer in Heaven and Earth his given me of my Father; 
might he ſay, All Knowledge in Heaven and Earth 
given me, that is Beams pierce into every corner, 
at he knows the Sore of every Heart : And concludes 
ith theſe remarkable Words, That as a Look- 
g- Glaſs wrought in the form of a Globe, repreſents 
Images of all that is in the Room, ſo the enlarged 
0 man Underſtanding of Chriſt takes in all thengs in 
cavern and Earth at once. It ſeems theſe Men did 
eit take it to be the peculiar Perfection of the 
vine Nature to know the Hearts; ſo as that no 
Feature could parrake of it by Divine Aſſiſtance 
ad Revelation. — | 
Indeed, as to the Manner of knowing the 
eart, wecannot tell how the Inhabirants of the 
her World have acceſs to our Minds, or to 
Ich others; but without doubt, Feſus Chriſt, 
oſe Eyes are as a Flame of Fire, has more pro- 
r Abilities for Penetration, as well as more 
SN D- 2 „ - ores 
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| 36 An Humble Inquiry into I 
1 Revelation from God, and more Capacity for 
receiving and treaſuring it up, than all others. 


In ſhort, *tis evident, Chriſt as Man is the Great 


ledge as large as this narrow Earth, or as the San 
by the Sea-ſhore, without any Hyperbole? I think 
tis beyond all reaſonable doubt: and as this Doc. 
trine has appear'd rational enough, and eſcape 
all Cenſure, as far as I know, when delivered by 
others than the Unztarians; ſo I hope it mut, 
not be counted Heretical in them, for whic > 
others never forfeited the glorious Title of 0. 
thodox. : 4 
Thus it appears, That all which is ſaid oi 
Chriſt's extenſive Knowledge in Scripture, is fa 
from proving him to be the Supreme Infinite Gd 
it may be accounted for otherwiſe very fairly: An 
the like may be alſo ſaid with reſpe& to oth 
_ (which ſome call) Divine PerfeQtions attribute 
to him, that they are no more truly infinite, ai 
attributed to him, than this of Knowledge, bu 
that there are plain Evidences of their being a 
tributed to him in a limited and inferior Sens, 
in compariſon of what they are, in the moſt 6 
rious God over all Gods; and therefore Men hl 
need produce other ſort of Arguments for ti 
Supreme Deity of Chriſt, than from theſe Ihe 
Picks. . Pp 
Nor do I doubt but I could maintain my Cak 
with equal Advantage, upon the Head of Pw 
Worſhip, which is another Topick, whence my 0 
poſers would infer the Deity of the Lord [ell 
Chriſt: it were eaſy to ſhew, there is no Inſta 
of ſupreme Divine Worſhip given ultimately 
him in Scripture, but on the contrary, that!“ 
X | | | | | | ti 


the Deity of JESUS CRIST. 
June Honour it aſſigns to him is ſuch as ſpeaks him 
o be inferior to the Father, and dependent on 
im ; ſince it is wholly grounded upon what God 
is Father has graciouſly beſtowed on him. Thus 
Wc requires Baptiſm (if that be an Act of imme- 
iate proper Worſhip) in his Name, becauſe all 
„ver in Heaven and Earth was given to him. 
hus we muſt honour the Sou as (truly, not as 
reatly as) we honour the Father; becauſe the 
ather bath committed, or given, all Fudgment to ug 
im. Thus at the Name of Jeſus muſt every Knee phil. 5 
ow, and every Tongue confeſs him to be Lord; be- 11. 
Fauſe as a Reward of his Obedience, the Father 
ch given him a Name above every Name : And ' tis 
added, that all this Homage is ultimately to the 
8 ory of the Father. Worſhip which is thus ground- 
cd upon derived and borrowed Excellency, is 
ot ſupremely Divine, and cannot be offered to 
he Infinite, Self-originate, Independent Deity, 
vithout a great Affront, becauſe *tis not the moſt 
Lxcellent, Mal. 1. 14. To praiſe an independent 
od for Honour and Power granted to him by 
not her, ſuppoſes a Falſhood, and mingles Re- 
droaches with Praiſe. | 
So that however there may be the ſame com- 
non external Acts or Words (ſuch as bowing the 
nee, and ſaying Glory and Praiſe, &c.) uſed to 
od and the Mediator; as alſo in ſome Inſtances, 
hey are given in common to ordinary Men ; yet 
he Mind of a rational Worſhipper will make a ; 
Diſtinction in his inward Intention, as no doubt : 
ut thoſe devout Fews did, who in the ſame Act 4 
owed their Heads, and worſhipped both God and the 1 Chron, 
ing. But 1 ſhall not purſue this any farther 29. 20. 
t preſent. 
Moreover, I judge, that to aſſert Jeſus Chriſt 
o be the Supreme God, ſubverts the Goſpel 
Doctrine of his Mediation; for if I muſt have one 
1 D 3 - who 
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the whole Buſineſs of Mediation into a Metapher, 
contrary to the common Senſe of things, as well 
as againſt the Scripture, and I would gladly 
know what is the Notion of going to God with- 
out a Mediator, if this be all, that he mediates 
with himſelf? Who ever doubted the Exerciſe of 
his own Miſdom or Mercy, that theſe do in a ſort 
plead in him? But ſure the Scriptures ſpeak af 
a Mediator without him, when they ſet forth 

| Jeſus Chriſt as ſuch ; and who is this Mediator, 
when we go to Jeſus Chriſt as the ultimate Ob- : 
ject? If it be ſaid his Human Nature only acts in 3 
this Mediation, tho as united to the Divine; | 

_ anſwer, That as this is ſtill to make Chriſt Me- 
diator with himſelf, ſo the Human Nature is no 
God- Man; and if the Man, or Human Nature 
alone, be capable of doing the part of a Mediator, 
then *tis not neceſſary that Jeſus Chriſt ſhould be 
more than a Man inbabited by, and related to 
God, in order to that Office. Nor may it be ſaid, | 
that the Union to the Divine Nature gives a | 
inſinite Efficacy to thoſe Acts, of which the Human | 
only is the Principle; for unleſs by that Union, 
the Human Nature was turn'd into an Infinite or 
Divine Nature, its Acts can no more be reck6t- 
ed properly and intrinſecally Infinite in this Caſe, 
than his Body or Human Underſtanding are Inf- 
nite, becauſe ſo united to an Infinite Nature. | 
But what fully demonſtrates, that the Human 
Nature of Chriſt can never be an effectual Medi- 
ator (according to them) no, not tho it were 
perſonally united to the Divine, is this, viz. 1 > 

TT! RR ER EE rl the) 


the Deity of JEsus ChRls r. 
hey deny this Human Nature fo united, to have 
FS Knowledge of the ſecret mental Prayers, 
ne inward Defires and Diſtreſſes of all Chriſtians, ' 
Mr to know any one's Heart: And how then can 
De be a compaſſionate Interceſſor in caſes that he 
Knows nothing of? Or how can he have a Fellow- 
W-:ling of their Sufferings, which he knows not 
hat they feel at all? What Comfort is there in 
nis Account of Chriſt's Mediation? The Divine 
ature is precluded from it, becauſe they direct 
5 to ſeek to that as the ultimate Obje&Jthro a Me- 
iatorz and the Human Nature, they ſay, may 
now nothing of our Caſe, nor knows our Hearts, 
Whether we worſhip ſincerely, or repent ſincere- 
=, or hypocritically only; and ſo knows not 
ow to repreſent or recommend us to God. 
hat a Caſe now do theſe Men bring us into ? 
here is no Mediator left to interpoſe with the 
{Supreme God; fo that we muſt deal with him 
me diately and alone, which they will own is 
from the Goſpel- Doctrine or Method. Thus 
the Lord Jeſus turn'd out of his Office, on a 
Pretence of giving him higher Honour. So that 
pon the whole, as far as I ſee, we had even as 
ood be content with the Apoſtle's fair and plain 
count of this Matter; if its being fo very in- 
ligible, may not be an unpardonable Objection 
gainſt it, viz. That there is but one God, and ont 1 Tim, 2; 
lediator between God and Man, the Man Chriſt Feſus. 3. 
Never let us fear, but Paul knew how to deſcribe 
he Mediator, without leaving out the better half 
fhim, or the principal Nature. Our Mediator, 
according to him, was only a Man; whi alſo is 
=) Office a God, or Ruler over all, made ſo by 
im who puts all things under kim. 
And indeed as there are two principal diſfinguiſb- 
N Dottrines of Chriſtianity, relating to the Unity 
Wt the Supreme God, and the one Mediator with 
8 D 4 him; 
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An Humble Inquiry into x 
him; ſo the Trinitarians have loſt them both ; 


among their ſeveral Parties. For as they are di. Ma 
vided into two principal Parties (beſides ſeveral ers 4 


x 
85 


not yet agreed whether they worſhip three infinite bſer 
both, theſe two great Doctrines are ſubverted, the Fear 


but they deſtroy the Unity of God, who is he 


true to the Divine Unity, or one Infinite Being Wh⸗ 
under three Modes, or Properties, or Relation, Hege 


bimſelf neither. So that to keep the Goſpel 
Faith whole and undefiled, tis neceſſary that W. 


avoid both theſe Rocks, by believing God and hi 
Chriſt to be two Beings, that ſo there may be. Fea: 
room for one to mediate with the other: Aud Chr. 
that theſe two are not two equal or. ſupreme Fait 
Beings, but one ſubordinate to the other, that inc 
G * may preſerve the Unity of the Supreme = 
Od. . | * E 
Let us then bethink our ſelves ſeriouſly, not but 
what the Church in latter days has thought ol he 
Jeſus Chriſt, but what his own Apoſtles, wh» ſh Sou 
inſpired, have thought of him. Methinks none em 
was more likely, or ever had a fairer Occaſion to ti 
_ repreſent his Lord in the height of his Glory, than WW am. 
the Apoſtle Peter in the Day of Pentecoſt ; thai if t 
Day of Triumph, with the newly and viſiby tal 
inſpired Apoſtles : Hear how magnificently he de- 604 


cribes his glorious Lord Jeſus before his * 
= $3 | „ OF..." 1 


"Ip * 
& " 


Man approved of God among you, by Miracles, Won- 
ers and Signs, which God did by him in the midſt of 


edly, that God hath made that ſame Feſus whom ye 
ave crucified, both Lord and Chriſt. Now tis 
obſervable, the Apoſtle was aiming at ſuch a 
Deſcription of Jeſus Chriſt, as might ſtrike the 


pf their Crime; and therefore could never omit 
he moſt emphatical Branch of his Deſcription, 
iz, his Infinite Deity, if he had really been ſuch. 
hat a terrifying Argument had that been to 
deget Conviction in his Perſecutors beyond all 
the reſt, to tell them, they had ſhed the Blood 
of the Infinite God himſelf? *Tis certainly all flat 
and low that Peter ſays in compariſon of this, 
1x. That he was a Man approved of God. Did 
he not underſtand, or would he berray his Cauſe 
by ſuch an Omiſſion ? And yet he only repreſeats 
Chriſt as a God by Inhabitation and Exaltation 
when he was far from being daunted with any 
Fear to own Chriſt fully. Nay, if this Deity of 
Chriſt were a fundamental Article of the Chriſtian 


vinced Souls, in Anguiſh for their Crimes, ſeek 


ſtle ſhould not acquaint them with this Article, 
but directs them to believe in this Feſus, ſuch as 
he had deſcribed him? Did he dire& wounded 
Souls to an inſufficient Saviour, without telling 
'em, he was the Infinite God? Yet they are bap- 
tiz d and added to the Church, and numbred 
among ſuch as ſhall be ſaved: How can this be, 
if the Supreme Godhead of Chriſt be a fundamen- 
tal Article of the Chriſtian Faith? So Acts 10. 38. 
God was with him. This was all. | 
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the Deity of Jxsus CuRIST. 41 
e Men of Iſrael bear theſe Words, Feſus of Nazareth, Acts 2,22. 


ou. Again, Let all the Houſe of Iſrael know aſſu- yer. 36. 


earts of his Murderers with the greateſt Horror yer, 23. 


Faith, how comes it to paſs, that when poor con- 


Direction how to be ſaved from them, the Apos pee. 37, 
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and the Man is God; which cannot be, only by! 
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To conclude, God and Chriſt (or one andint nin 


ed) are two Diſparates, or different Things, a io 
much as Chriſt's Body and Bread are, and there. Mie! 


fore cannot be predicated one of the other, in: 


proper Senſe, or without a Figure, as all our Wii. 


ters againſt the Romiſh Tranſubſtantiation ar. 
gue; and is of equal force in the preſent Caſe, 
To be anointed, imports, to be raiſed by Autho. 
rity and Honour conferr'd ; *tis in effect to ſay 

the Perſon is a Creature, or inferior Being: and 
therefore to ſay, that properly Chriſt is moſt ner 


High God, is to ſay, the Inferior is Supreme, 8 


— 
3 


* 3% 
25 I 
: * 


a Figure, as the Bread is Chriſt's Body, viz. h Ine 
Relation, &c. And truly if the Buſineſs can b» "MW hi 


ſalved here, by making a perſonal Union between hir 


L's 


God and Chriſt, 1 ſee not why the Papiſts may ſer 
not ſet up ſuch another Union between Chriſt's he 
Body and the Bread in the Euchariſt, and then e 
they may ſtoutly defend that 'tis the Body of Wu: 
Chriſt properly. But indeed nothing is more eat 
obvious than the Unſteddineſs of many Proteſ. e 


tant Writers, when they write againſt the Papif: Wor: 


and the Unitarians: How do they go backwards 


and forwards ? And when they have triumphant-| 
ly and fully beaten off the vain Aſſaults and Ob-.“ 


_— of the Papiſts, they take up their baffled | 
rguments, and urge them the ſame way (as o 


thers did againſt them) againſt the Unirarians: | 


and what they have maintained againſt the for- 
mer, as good Argument, notwithſtanding R-: 
miſh Evaſions; theſe Arguments they oppoſe, 
when the Unitarians turn them againſt them- 
ſelves, in the poiat of the Triaity, and they be- 
take themſelves to like Shifts and Evaſions. 


Thus let the Papiſts object to them the Novelty 


of the Proteſtant Religion, and ask them where 
was their Religion and Church before Luther? ny 
| thin 


e the Deity of IE Sus CHRIST. 43 
ian it a weak Cavil, and can tell 'em their Re- 
ion was in the Bible, and their Church among 
Mae Primitive Chriſtians, however it lay hid in 
Mie time of common Apoſtacy: and yet to the 
. itarian they can make the ſame Objection, 
Pbere has any Chriſtian Church, for ſo many 
ages, held that Chriſt was not God? Againſt 
e Papiſt they will prove, that the Fathers did 
Wot hold the Elements to be Chriſt's real Body 
ad Blood, becauſe they oft call them the Images 
eereof: But let the Vnitarians argue that Chriſt 
not the Supreme God, becauſe the Scripture 
ies him the Image of God, and therefore not 
Ie God whoſe Image only he is; then the 
bing it ſelf and its Image muſt be the ſame 
ing. Againſt the Papiſt they can prove St. Pe- 
was inferior to the Church, and the reſt of 
Ine Apoſtles, (tho not fingly to each) becauſe 
e was ſent up and down by them, This Baro- 
, takes hold of, and tells them, by the ſame 
eaſon they muſt grant the Arians Argument to 
. e good, viz. That the Father is greater than the 
n, becauſe the Son is ſent by him, But let an 
ritarian argue thus, and then, tho the Father 
ends, and the Son be ſent by him, yet they ſhall 
oth be equal, and this ſhall make no Difference. 
I gainſt the Papiſts they will boaſt, that they 
{Won't hoodwink the People in Ignorance; but 
id them enquire and examine, and the more 
Fi better, while *tis ground of Suſpicion, that 
be Papiſts cheat Men, by their keeping them 
rom the Light: but now having to do with the 
ritarians, they tack about, and bid beware of 
Reading and Diſputing 3 they are for an implicit 
4th, without examining into deep Myſteries 
bey bid us believe, not pry into them; tho we on- 
py defire to examine whether the Scriprures do re- 
Neal any ſuch Myſteries at all; the reſt we = be- 
: 8 3 
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| Hieve, if we could ſee that, and deſire no otheM 
liberty in interpreting Scripture, than they tak 
ſo juſtly in interpreting Chriſt's Words, Thi: 1 
my Body. Upon Proteſtant Principles the Un. 
tarians think they can ſtand their ground, anif* 
defend themſelves in theſe Matters, as eaſily 3 
the Proteſtants can againſt the Papiſts. ” al 
As to Primitive Antiquity, ſo many Inquirer; 
both among the Romiſh and Reformed Writer 
have given their impartial Teſtimony, that it 
runs for Arius's Doctrine; and have made ſuc 
poor Apologies for thoſe Fathers, as tho they 
knew not, or were not careful of their fundamen-* 
tal Articles of Faith, till they came to be band. 
ed about in General Councils, that I think it na 
needful to ſay more here: only one thing I would 
ſuggeſt; That allowing the Primitive Writer 
to ſpeak in different places with great, at leaſt 
ſeeming Diſcord (which any ingenuous Man mult 
grant) ſometimes plainly declaring Jeſus Chrit 
inferior to, and the Servant of the Father, befor: 
his Incarnation ; at other times giving him hig? 
Titles, as of one equal with God: yet *tis far 
more reaſonable to ſuppoſe the higher Expreſ· 
fions ſhould be expounded according to the oh, 
than the contrary ; becauſe in diſcourſing of,, 
and pleading for a beloved admired Object, 3 
the Lord Feſus deſerves to be, tis very eaſy and 
natural to run out into Strains of Eloquence, and 
lofty Flights of Praiſe, which muſt be interpret- | 
ed not with ſtri& Rigour, but with great Abate-|W 
Fo ments; as is to be obſerved in ſome of their Ml 


"2x" 


high Encomiums on the venerable Myſtery of the 


F 8 | " 


4; * Euchariſt, as tho with the Papiſts, they took the 
| Elements for Chriſt's real Body, which yet they MW 
evidently did deny. But oz the contrary, no Men 
are wont ever to ſpeak diminutively on ſuch occa- 
ſions; they could not have a thought to _ 
, | x | | Tel 


* 
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ler eir Maſter's Glory; and therefore if they ever 
e preſent him as not the Supreme God, nor equal 
nim, we have all reaſon to think, they 


Men ſpake only the Words of Truth and Sober- 
Nes, what the exact Matter required. 

For my own part, as I write this under the 
rious Impreſſions of thoſe great Relations in 
nich the Bleſſed Jeſus ſtands to me, whom 1 
redit as my great Teacher; whom I deſire to ad- 
ire and love as my gracious endeared Benefactor, 
Peyond Father and Mother, or Friends, Cc. 
"hom I reverence as my Lord and Ruler, and ſo- 
emnaly expe# as my final glorious Judge, who 
to come in his own, and in his Father's Glory; Luke 5. 
nd ia the mean time deal with God thro him, 26. 

s my only Mediator and Interceſſor: So I ear- 
eeſtly profeſs, that *tis not without grievous and 
Witter Reſentments, that I ſhould be employ'd 

a writing Things, which by ſo many well-mean- 
Mag Chriſtians will be mi ſint erpreted, to be dero- 
atory to the Honour of this great Redeemer. 


h 4 But 1 know he loves nothing but Truth in his 
ir Cauſe, and will never be offended, 1 hope, with 


© any who ftand by his own Words, viz. The Fa- John 14. 
ber is greater than I. I think it a dangerous 28. 
thing to ſay, Cod is not greater than he, or is not 
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the Head of Chriſt; for, whom will ye equal to me, IIa. 40. 25. 

d lith the Holy One? I am perſuaded 'tis Truth 

d plead for, and that ſupports me. 

t. However, I wiſh they who are Adverſaries to | 
BB my Perſuaſion, would learn at leaſt the Modeſty | 
ir of one of the earlieſt Writers for Chriſtianity | 
ge fince the Apoſtles, that we have, I mean-Fuſ- ; 
ge WY ti Mariyr; diſputing with a Few, and plead- 3 
ing for the Honour of Jeſus Chriſt, whom he : 


calls God by the Will of the Father, and one who 


winiſtred to his Will, before his Incarnation, 
| This Perſon attempts to ſhew, that Jeſus Chriſt 
| = | 2 did 
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laid Things, and held him to be only a Mar, 


who differed from him, nor will ſay the Chriſtia 


and a broken Reed to truſt on, if he be not the f 


the Reputation of the Truth and Holineſs of the 


An Humble Inquiry into 3 


did pre-exiſt of old, as a God, (in his Senſe) aui 
was born afterwards of a Virgin: but becauſe, 3 


he ſays, there were ſome who confeſſed him u n 
be Chriſt, and yet denied theſe Points of his Pte s i 
_ exiſtence and his miraculous Birth of a Virgin | ho 
that Father calmly ſays to his Adverſary, If || ent 


ſhall not demonſtrate theſe things, that he did pr. 
exiſt, &c. and was born of a Virgin; yet ſtill th 
Cauſe is not loſt, as to his being the Chrif# of God: 
if I do not prove that he did pre-exift, &c. it is juf 
20 70 that I am miſtaken in this Thing only, and uu 
to deny that he is the Chriſt; for whoſoever he be, 
that is every way demonſtrated, that he is the Chrif, 
And as for thoſe Chriſtians who denied the above. 


born in the ordinary way, he only ſays of then, 
To whom 1 accord not. He does not damn then 


Religion is ſubverted, and Chriſt but an Impoſto, 


very Supreme God, (the ranting Dialett of ou 
profane Age) no, but ſtill he was ſure he is the 
true Chriſt, whatever elſe he might be miſtaken þ 
in. *Tis deſperate Wickedneſs in Men to hazard 


Bleſſed Jeſus, upon a difficult and diſputable Oz:- | i 
nion; to dare to ſay, That if they are miſtaken in þ* 
their Opinion (which I verily believe) then je- 
ſus Chriſt is a Lyar and Deceiver, a Mork-Saus ji 
our, and the like. What is this but to expok | od 
him to the Scorn of Infidels? : 
So that I fee with Sorrow, that to this very 
day, even among profeſſed Chriſtians themſelves, 
Chriſt crucified is to ſome a Stumbling-block, 
and to others Fooliſhneſs. If he be not as Good Wi 
and Great as the God who appointed him for a t 


Saviour, tho he be allowed to be a Man approved e 


of God, by Signs and mighty Wonders which yr «+ 


. 


_ the Deity of JESUS CnhRIST. 4 


ia by him; and by whom God made the Worlds, 
gs the Inſtrument ; tho. he be granted to be One 

whom dwelt all the Fulneſs of the Godhead, ſo John 14. 
s it never dwelt before in Prophets or any other; 10. 
ho He be One with the Father, by Unity of Con- 
ent and Will, as Calvin interprets John 10. 30. 
ne in Teſtimony with the Father and Spirit, 

_: 3:24 and many others underſtand that in 
Jen 5. 7. tho he be the moſt lively viſible 
ae of God that the World ever ſaw, ſo that 
e who ſees kim does in great meaſure ſee the 

eber, as in a bright Mirror, John 14. 10. tho 
, e be owned and ſerved, as one far above An- 
e. els and Archangels, and over al Powers in Hea- 
n. en and Earth, a God or Ruler, the great Ad- 
n, WMnigiſtrator of God's Kingdom, both on Earth 
m nd in the inviſible Hades, as having the Keys, or 

Miniſterial Power of Death and Hell: yet after all Rev. 1. 18. 

nis, if he be not the very Supreme God himſelf 5 

ay, to complete the Abſurdity, if he be not the _ 

ne very God, whoſe Son and Image he is; he 
all be no Mediator for them: they do ex Hypo- 

%, or on this Suppoſition, openly difown him 

Mor their Saviour and Confidence; they are a- 

; | Wam'd to truſt in him, and ſeem rather to deride 
. Ind reproach him, as Iaſuſſicient and Contempti- 
in ple, than to believe on him. Theſe things are 
o me a very grievous Offence, who think it a 


A D Treat pity that ſo excellent a Conſtitution as 


he Goſpel is, ſo amiable to contemplate, ſo pro- 
Per to entertain our thankful Admiration' for 
Fe Grace and Wiſdom it contains, ſhould either 
Pe loſt in the Clouds of an afe&#ed Obſcurity, or 
Expoſed to the Deriſion of ungodly Scoffers. 
= Tis yet a farther Grief to think what a fatal 
top is hereby put to the Progreſs of the Goſ- 
el; whoſe Rejection by Jews, Mahometans and 
ans Is undeniably occaſioned by the common 
| Doctrine 
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God; and upon that account look'd upon Chri- 


Inſtances out of Hiſtory, that this Doctrine ha 
| kept more People from embracing the Chriſtian Faith 


that if it be the certain Truth of God, this mul 


in their Inquiry about it, leſt they bring on then 
ſelves the Woe denounced againſt them by who 


An Humble Inquiry into 1 
Doctrine of the Incarnation of God. One may rea 
in Le Compre's. Hiſtory of China, how the Heil 
thens derided the Chriſtians Doctrine of a Mort 


tianity as fabulous as their own Religion. Ani 
Doctor Cauſabon, in his Book of Credulity a 
Incredulity, ſays, He could prove by man 


than any other thing he knew of, Now tho I grant 


be no Argument againſt receiving it; yet ſurely 
it ſhould make Men very cautious and impartial 


Offences (that is, Stumbling-blocks in the way «| 
the Goſpel) do come. 1 


In the mean time, in the midſt of theſe Trovit 


them who love our Lord Feſus in Sincerity; in whoſe 
glorious Dignity 1 rejoice; nay, I deſire to boat 
and glory in this Exalted, Enthroned Redeemer; 
for worthy is the Lamb to receive Glory, and Ho- 4 
nour, and Bleſſing, and Power. Amen; So be iti 
Now to Him who loved us, and waſhed us fron 
our Sins in his own Blood, and hath made uM 
Kings and Prieſts to God, even the Father, to 
Him be Glory and Dominion for ever. | 5 


255 Dee 
But this I confeſs unto thee, that after the way, whic WY 
they call Hereſy, ſo worſhip I the God of my F 
thers, believing all things which are written in ti 
Law and the Prophets. Acts 24. 14. 
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1 4 On the Unitarian Principles. 


i a Anſwer to what is ſaid on that Head, by 
Mr. J. Boyſe, in his Vindication of the 
Deich of Jeſus Chriſt. 


Son if David, have mercy upon us, The Liturgy. 


e (Origen) faith, We ought to pray only to the God over all, 
and to his only Son the Firſt- born of every Creature; who, as 
3 our High Prieſt, offers our Prayers to his God and our God, 
Dr. n s Idolat. of the Church of Rome, p. 130. 
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Y 11 B's Argument for the Fu. 


preme Deity of JESUS CHRIST, 


and anſwer d. 


550 W popular ſoever the Argument 
may ſeem, when from the Worſhip 
f due to our Lord Jeſus, the Trinitarians 
n infer his Supreme Deity; : and how 
great ſoever the Imaginary Triumphs 
are, with which Mr. B. flatters himſelf upon 
L this head, as tho he had quite baffled the Cauſe 
of the Unitarians : yet I doubt not, but by a 
rhorow Examination, and right ſtating of this 
matter, upon Unitarian Principles, to anſwer the 
Arguments, and to overthrow the Opinion of 
their Adverſaries, by making it plain, that no 
truly Divine Worſhip, or Supreme Adoration, 
W's, upon Chriſtian Principles, given to the Bleſ- 
- ſed Jeſus, wh.ch is the Suppoſition Mr. B. 
Wy goes on. 
Let it firſt be premiſed, to prevent Obſurity and 
W Confuſion, That the Term Divine, when added to 


different Senſes, as is the Term Ged, to which it 
Pelaces. For as this is uſed ſometime for the 
3 _ abſolutely 


| the Worſhip paid to him, conſider d 


g Worſhip, may be uſed as equivocally, or in as 


E 4 ; 3 — * — — —— 
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Of the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, ; 


' abſolutely Supreme Being, or firſt Cauſe, and at 4 


other times for one of inferior Authority; juſt ſo 1 
Divine Worſhip may either ſignify what is gi- 


ven to the Supreme, or what is due only to au 
inferior Being of ſubordinate Authority, For 


in the ſame ſenſe as the Object is Divine, the | 


Worſhip of it is ſo. And in this lower Senſe 
I underſtand Socinus, when he pleads for Divine 


Worſhip to be given to J. C. ſince he exprell jM 


| ſays, be intends by it not the ſame as is gives 


to the Farther, but much leſs. See his Epilt. ; 3 
ad Radecium; where ſpeaking of that Text, Tha | 


all may honour the Son as they hononr the Father, |; 


he denies it to ſignify plenam ſimilitudinem; anti 
ſays, that he makes aon minimam differentiam, nl 
little, but a mighty Difference between the Wor: | 
ſhip due to God, and that due to Jeſus Chriſt, 
tho he calls this Divine Worſhip tod. —_ 
If this were duly conſidered, Mr. B. and . 
thers might have ſpared their Pains in provinz 
the Abſurdity of giving Divine Worſhip in the 
higheſt Senſe (which Sorinus was not for) to one 
who is not God in the higheſt Senſe. There.“ 
fore I ſhall freely grant the Abſurdity of that 
Point, and ſo need not concern my ſelf wit 
that part of Mr. B's Argument, which Mr, E. 
never gave him any ground to expatiate ſo up- 
on. I ſhall uſe the Terms Divine Worſhip in bis 
own Senſe, for what is moſt properly ſuch and 
agree with him in the general Notion of it, 
that it imports the Reſpect due to a Being of I. 
finite Excellency, and Supreme Authority, which any 
the Bleſſed God is poſſeſſed of; whether it be inter- 
nal Worſhip or external. So , 107, But I 00 
maintain, ia oppoſition. to what he aſſerts tb 
the contrary, that the Holy Scriptures, J. D' 
never require us to pay ſuch Divine Worſlih 
to our Bleſſed Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, 2 — 
| --.# diſtin 


* 


. * 


1 on Unitarian Principles. 
aiſtinc from the Father, who dwells in him, 


low and require us to pay him an inferior 
religious Worſhip, „ 

= Thefe two Points anſwer the whole of Mr. Z's, 
e and other Trinitarians Arguments, on this head 
of Worſhip. Pt = 

Ee, 1 utterly deny that the Scriptures re- 
ES uire any ſuch Divine Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, 
er that any Injury is done to our moſt dear 
ad bleſſed Saviour, by not giving him the ſame 
Supreme Worſhip which we give to the Father. 


hort of proving his Point. He firſt brings on 
or a general Proof, that Text, John F. 22, 23. 
et all ſhould honour the Son, as they honaur the 
Either. Whence he would infer that it muſt 
e the ſame, and as great Honour, as is due 
o the Father. Whereas Mr. E. had ſaid it only 
Naeeſign'd to oblige us to honour the Son as truly 


at as Mr. B. inſinuates. 

l ſhall wave the Inquiry, whether the Text 
peaks of the Honour of Worſhip, or not rathek 
of that of Obedience, (for honorandus and adorandug 
are two things) but ſuppoſing it to relate to 
the former, the whole ſtreſs of Mr. B's Argu- 
ment muſt lie upon the Particle as, which he 
"ſuppoſes to be a Note of Equality, or Identity. 
But if it only denote the Reality of the thing, 
Wor ſome Reſemblance, tho of an inferior Na- 
ture and Degree, then all his Argument is 
ſpoikb'd. And indeed it happens for him very 

ill, that the Particle as ſcarcely ever notes more 
than Similitude. This is ſo obvious and vulgar 
I Remark, that 'tis a wonder Mr. B. ſhould be- 

„ | Bin 


and is worſhipped by us, 2. But that they do 


Al Mr. B's Citations from Scripture, are very 


not equally) as the Father; which Dr. Whitby 1dolat, of 
ells us was the great Origen's Comment, and e Ch. of 
herefore not only Mr. E's preſumpruous Addition, 0 


— 5 ct - - — 5 - - — of » %' * i 
- — — — ; ry mw — < . 9%, 52 — = x5 — Td A . * — — F by — "4. 8 — — — 0 — # * 8 . * 
= 4 0 2 n a £4 Inn appro FS — cx LEES Aon AEM * — — — by ; — 
8 2 * yo A. o PR — — — — — — — — — 755300 — >: of — — — - * 2 _ _ 


ccc 


of "Y Worſhip of * „ 

gin with ſo weak an Argument, which. he knen 
every one could except againſt; which yet be 
ſays nothing to remove. As. well might he 
prove Chriſt's Difciples to be equal Objects «| 2 
the Father's Love. with himſelf, becauſe he 0 
that he loved them as he loved 1 John 17. 23. 
Nay, thus it will help the Socinians to a b 
Argument, viz. That the Father and Son are no 
more one Being, than a Multitude of Believes 3 
becauſe they are one, as the Father and Son are one, 1 
ver.22. i. e. equally one, according to this Senk 3 
Whereas indeed {ach Expreſſions only note 2 

general Similitude in the Reality of the Thin 
?Tis plain our Lord intends no more, but that 
as the Father had his Honour, ſo; the Son had 
ſome due to bimſelf, by the Father's Favour; 
and therefore he adds, that he that honours nu 
the Son, honours not the Father who ſent him. Hel 
dces not fay, he that honours him not as much] 
as the Father ; no, but he that does not honor 
him, offends the Father. As he who actin 
a1 Apoſtle, defpifed. Jeſus Chriſt who ſent bim; 
1 > to reject, or not honour Jeſus Chriſt his Son, 
is a * to the Father, whoſe Meſſenger 
he was. On which account ouly the Text re-| ? 3 
quires us to honour him, viz. as having God's 
Commiſſion, aud conſequently could never in * 
tend an Equality of Honour to him and tbe Fa- 
ther; only that as the Father was to be ho- 
noured higbly, ſo ſome great Honour ought to 
redound to the Son of ſuch a Father, and ſo 
authoriz'd by him, 'Tis to ſo little purpoſe 
that this Text is alledg'd to prove equal Wor- 
ſhip due to Chriſt as to the Father, that I ſhal 
hereafter from hence prove that the Worſhip 
due to Chriſt is of an inferior nature, But 
let us next conſider the particular Inſtances of 
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orſhip given to Jeſus Chriſt, which he pre- 
ends are Divine W 2 1 | 
I need not trouble my ſelf to anſwer the 
1 particular” Texts, he Cites, to. ſhew thar Prayer - 
to be made to Jeſus Chriſt, nor to diſtin- 
aim which only ate pertinent, and which do not 
oncern him, or do not imply Prayer to him; 
ecauſe I rely upon other Anſwers. | 
il obſerve not one Inſtance of Prayer to jeſus 
briſt when abſent, either required in the Pre- 
Hept, or reported in the Example, thro the 
ole New Teſtament, only what is ſuppos'd 
Fader the general Phraſe of calling on his Name, 
pb ſaw him viſibly, Act, 7. And thoſe In- 
lances, 1 Theſſ. 3-11: 2 Cor. 13. 13: ſeem to be 
poly Wiſhes, juſt like thoſe in the Salatations 
r the beginniag of moſt of the Epiſtles, which 
Firdber are no Prayers, or may not be directed 
Wo jeſus Chriſt, tho they be for Benefits by him. 
is but like that Prayer, Rev. 1. 4. Grace bes | 
ou from the ſeven Spirits; which * Mr. Joſ. Mede * Fer 3 
as clearly proved to be ſeyen. Angels (as Mr. t. on 1 
Baxter and others cannot deny or diſown) and Zecb. 4. 
is that it may be a Prayer for Benefits by © 
beir Miniſtry, tho directed to God, as Gen. 48. 
ps. We may ſay, Peace and Protection from 
odd Angels be to you, and yet not pray to 
hem. So may the Apoſtle ſay, The Grace of : 
WC rift, and the Communication of the Holy Ghoſt 
WW: i you; and yer only pray to the Father 
or 10. 8 
do then I ſee no Inſtance of Prayer to Jeſus g 
Chriſt, when abſent and inviſible : only we read 5 
Wot Chriſtians calling on his Name. If that Phraſe = 
Wignify any more than profeſſing his Name, | 
Hing, Lord, Lord, or uſing his Name in Wor- 
Wihip ; yet it can amount to no more; under the 
Goſpel-Conſtitution, than calling on him as A- 
4 aiator, 


56 


John 16. 


23. 


+ On the 
Text. 


But I deny this Prayer to be Divine Worſhip di 


as the ultimate Object thro a Mediator. He ma 


of Supreme Worſhip; and no tranſient ſubo. 


God, but only to the ſubordinate Being, 6 


It ſhould ſeem, that he forbids ſuch Pray 


 acking the Father in his Name, which will not k 


ing, I will pray the Father for you; and the Con 


of the ne of Jeſs rip, | 


diator, to come in to our help as an Interceſſor 
him, or to be the. ſame with praying to God 1 


be ſougbt to as Mediator, as he was by St. K 
phen, when he ſaw him ſtanding at God's Rigi 
Hand, ver. 56. i. e. in a miniſtring poſture as a 
Advocate: but he is never the ultimate Objeal 


dinate Worſhip is to be given to the Suprenz: 


which 1 may not give the Divine Honour of ter Weir 
minating my Faith, Worſhip, and Reſt in hin WW; 
without ſeeking to go further, even to God, hig 

ud my Father. 2 ; 


Ty 
8 
, 
2 7 
A x A 


TJ 


to himſelf, as belongs to God his Father: M 
that day ye \ſhall ast me nothing, but ſhall ask 1 
Father in my Name. On which words Orga 
condemns direct Prayer to Jeſus Chriſt. (i. e. + 
ther than praying to God by him) as Dr. Which 
obſerves. Tis evident by the Context, thi 
he ſpeaks of asking in Prayer, rather than df 
asking Queſtions; becauſe he oppoſes. to it thei 


deny'd to relate to Prayer. And tho the Won 
do often ſignify to ask by Inquiry, yet doi 

it alſo ſignify to ask by Intreaty or Prayer, t 
as well as the other Word in the latter Clauſe; 
as appears ver, 26. where Chriſt uſes it in faj- 


text more fairly introduces this Senſe. And in 


7 


| 


on Unitarian Principles. 
Whigs, they ſhould want Inſtruction (even when 
W:ſpir'd) more and more. And therefore to 
Hioppoſe, our Lord ſhould tell 'em they would 
Not need to a any more for Information, 
hiſt yet on Earth, and whilſt they would be 
raving other Mercies, ſeems to me a wild Sup- 
oſition. For can it be thought that the Apo- 
el tles never pray'd to God the Father, for Infor- 
nation and Light in any Point, after jeſus Chriſt 
ad aſcended ? We are told by ſome, that when 
t. Joh: (who records this Text) ſet about wri- 
Liang this very Goſpel, he engaged the Aſian 
in Biſhops to aſſiſt him by Prayer and Faſting; 
ad did he not pray himſelf, think we, for 
= ight and Inſtruction? So that it ſeems very 
yer ard to underſtand Chriſt's Words of ſuch ask- 


ag; and if they had occaſion to ask the Father, 
hy not him too, if an equal Object of Worſhip? 
No, they ſhould indeed ask the Father, but not 
nim; ſave as Mediator to offer their Prayers to 
0 the Father, not as the ultimate Objeccr. 
tba And 'tis apparent, that the current Method 
aof the New Teſtament is to pray to God by 
hei Jeſus Chriſt, or in his Name as our Interceſſor, 
t be ver. 26. And this is the conſtant ſtrain of the 
ora truly primitive Writers, as appears in Clemens 
loo Komanus, in Polycarp's Prayer, in Origen, &c. 
yer, they offer*d their Prayers to Jeſus Chriſt, as their 
fe; High Prieſt, to preſent them to God. So that tho 
(aj it ſeems, in ſome ſort, to be one AQ of Wor- 
on- ſhip, yet is there a Subordination in the two 
iu Objects that are ſo conjoin'd, whether I pray 
fol expreſly to God, or Jeſus Chriſt. For if I pray 
ther to God, *tis that he will accept and help me 
80. thro Jeſus Chriſt; and if I pray to Jeſus Chriſt, 
cl. 'tis that he will help me by interceding with 
o, the Father. *Tis God only to whom I princi- 


pally and ultimately pay my Worſhip, tho I 
| : = honour 
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Exod, 14. Jſrgetites did believe in Moſes, To much more is 


31. 


1 Pet. 1. 
"= 


to preſent it with advantage. This is the pla 


on him, thaa as I believe on him, and come tif 


1 


Of the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, 


honour the Son as my great Advocate, and Pr; 
eaſy Senſe of the Goſpel. I no otherwiſe ca 


him, which is only as the way to the Fathe Nove 
not as to the Sapreme Himſelf, which he nexaf 
requires. 5 - - 
Next Mr. B. comes to the Internel Acts on 
Worſhip, viz. Faith and Love, &c, *Tis bu 
poor arguing to ſay, that becauſe. we trat 

in jeſus Chriſt, therefore it muſt be with te 
ſame Faith and Reſpect, as Truſt in God in. 
plies; When tis plain Jeſus Chriſt propounk 
two Objects of Faith, John 14.1. Te believe n : 
Dod, believe alſo in me. He that truſts in Mali 
ſo as to forget God, or depart from him as hu 
main ſtay, is carſed; but as I may ſafely beliem 
0j or believe (te Phraſe in Scripture import. 
ing tbe ſame) a faithful Man or Prophet, as the 


Jeſus Chriſt. And yet 'tis one thing to trut 
in one as a ſubotdinate Miniſter, and another 
as the Supreme Author and End of all. By hin? 
we believe in Ged, ſays the Scripture. So that 
it ſeems he is not the ultimate Object of Faith, 
and ſo is not prov'd to be God, by any Fail {Ml 
in him which the Gofpel requires 

The like 1 ſay of our Love to Jeſus Chtil. 
Here | find. Mr. B. is ſadly baffled, when be 
pretends to prove Jeſus Chriſt to be the Objed 
of the ſame Supreme Love as God his Father 
claims, from Scripture. The Texts which he 
brings to ſhew it, do plainly evidence on the 
contrary, how warily the Writers of the New 
Teſtament avoid it. Love thy God, ſays Jeſus 
Chriſt, with all thy Heart, and all thy Soul, &c. 
But when he bids us love Himſelf, he uſes n0 
ſuch Terms, but only bids us love him _ 

| Father 


WP 
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. ber and Mother, and all this lower World. Mat. 10. 
aaia, ſays Paul (when he deſcribes Chriſtians 37. 
y this Love to Jeſus Chriſt) they love our Lord Eph. 6. 24. 
1 Chriſt in Sincerity, Is this the ſame as to 

ve bim equal to God, with Supreme Love? 

ar be it from me to think that I can love that 
ieſſed Saviour equal to his tranſcendent Love 

Jo me, or that ever J can love him enough with 


b : ; regalat Goſpel-Love; in compariſon of whom 
+ In in the World is but Leſ and Dung; and 1 


mbly own it is my Sin, that J am fo defec- 
ire ia Love to ſo dear a Benefactor, and ſo 
reat a Lord: Yet 1 am ſenſible that our Eſteem 


„nd rational Love muſt aſcend higher than be, 
nd not reſt till it center in his God and ours. 

he challenge any one to produce a Text for the 
apreme ultimate Love of Jeſus Chriſt. 

. Nor are we ultimately to dedicate our ſelves 
e o him, but to God thro him, to him only as Heb. 7.26. 


or Mediator. And fo did Chriſtians dedicate 


i £ es miniſterially to the Apoſtles, under 1 Cor. 8. 5. 
BS The fame I ſay, as to all other parts of Wor- 
at hip internal or external. Tis to no purpoſe 
8 ſay, that this or that Honour is given to 
im, which bears the ſame general Name with 
hat is given to the Father; unleſs it can be 
. how that it has the ſame high and ultimate 


eſpect to Jeſus Chriſt, which the ſame common 
Name, or joint Exerciſe, is no proof of at all. 


er l ſhall ever ſtand to it, that no Worſhip is 
he truly Divine, but what is Ultimate and Supreme; 
he aad Mr. B. himſelf muſt remember, that in his 
w Deſcription of the Nature of- Divine Worſhip, 
us he has imply'd fo much, in ſaying, *tis the Re- 
c, ect due only to a Being of Supreme Excellency and 
10 Authority, But he will never ſhew me one In- 


Nance where Jeſus Chriſt is reſpected in any ” 
N 0 
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of Worſhip, as one of Supreme Authority, vl 
as higher than Mediator; which he owns is uf 
inferior Character. e 5 
Nay, more than once Mr. B. is forced h 
P. 145, Brant that the Father only is the ultimate Obi 
of Worſhip, (of which more preſently ) whiff 
ſabverts all his pretended Proofs for the Divine 
Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, when he grants in «Ml 
fe, that he has no ultimate Worſhip. What 
is tranſient mediatorial Honour the higheſt thy 
Man can give to God? Or, is he God moſt HighM 
to whom none of the higheſt Worſhip is paid 
He, beſides whom, there is one to whom Wor 
ſhip is more eminently due than to him? as Mr. 3 
allows, p. 24. Theſe are great Abſurdities. 
As to Baptiſm into the Name of Chriſt, u 
but a liſting our ſelves under him, as God 
commiſſion'd Sen and Miniſter, as the very li. 
troduction to the Miniſterial Commiſſion ſhe ws: 
Mat. 28. All Power, ſays Jeſus Chriſt, is given me of mW 
18, 19, Father: Go and baptize, &c. Juſt as the Soldin ly 
is liſted under his Colonel, as well as under ti: 
King, and yet they rzwo are not equal; and hf 
is far more the Servant of his King than of te 
| other, tho at once liſted under both. The Senf 
of Chriſt's Words there, is very juſtly given by 
= Jate Expoſitor, Chaplain to the Biſhop d 
Para- orwich, q. d. Baptixe them into the Profeſſion of 
Phraſe f that Goſpel-Faith, which was reveal'd and ſent 
Clarke en the Father, brought and publiſh'd by the Son, ani 
the Text, confirm'd by the Holy Spirit. : 
So that it ſignifies nothing, that the Son i; 
join'd with the Father, towards the proof of the 
Son's receiving equal Honour to his; any mort 
than it will prove that the Apoſtles had the 
fame Honour with Jeſus Chriſt, becauſe their Diſ- 
ciples gave, or dedicated themſelves (the great 
2 Cor. g. 5. buſineſs of Baptiſm) ro the Lord, and alſo to them: 
| : - or 


on Unitarian Principles, 
that Moſes was equally honoured with God, 


? © 
by, 
I 
; 


$ a cauſe at once Iſrael believed in both, as they Exod. 14. 
Ja at once worſhip both God and Xing David. 31. 


3 r. B. is hard put to it, when he knows not! 
Io to excuſe this latter, without ſappoſing 


eg | 

10 ey firſt bow'd to God, and then turn d about 
i worſhip the King, when the Text ſpeaks of 
ei more like one ſingle Act; and this was in ef- 
ata the ſame, as to have ſaid in Words, We give 

ba onour to God and the King. I ask Mr. B. whe- 
aer he be baptiz'd in the Mediator's Name, 
i -. (with him) in the Name of the Son of God, 
or. nd the Son of Man both? Dares he ſay the 
f Man is excluded, and that he has no Ho- 


Poor in our Service, nor is regarded in our 


';MWaptiſm ? And if we are baptiz'd into him as 
die Sen of Man alſo, or into his whole Perſon, 

I. hen are we baptiz' d jointly into the Name of 
6 and of 4 Creature (for the Man Chriſt is no 

Wore) and 'tis a falſe Suggeſtion to ſay, that 
ir e Three into whoſe Names we are baptiz'd, are 
e be taken for one God. This is unwarrantable 

ka reſumption, RE 

e Tis a poor Reply to the Inſtance of Iſrael's 

of: Rp cog baptized into Moſes, to ſay that we can- 

br ot produce ſuch a Form for it as that of Chriſt's. 


of MW bat then ? Is not the Thing it ſelf, or the 


ain End and Effect of it, as much as the Form? 
Hs weak is that Difference which he would make 


between the baptizing inte Moſes, and into his 
Name; when 'tis fo evident, that they import 
che ſame thing. See Gal. 3. 27. Rom. 6. 3. where 
they who were according to the uſual Form 
of Baptiſm baptix'd into bis Name, are ſaid 
only to have been baptiz'd into Chriſt, and 
— the Perſon is at any time as much as his 
a M . | £ . | 


| But 
+ 
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Of the Worſhip of Feſus. Chriſt, ll 

But if Mr. B. thinks the baptizing into 

Name of one, ſhould imply him to be the iſ 

preme God; I ſhall clearly prove the contra 

from 1 Cor. 1.13, 15. I thank God I baptiz'd wi 

of you, &c. ſays Paul, leſt any ſhould ſay I 1 

baptiz'd into my own Name. Cou'd Paul ſuppl 

that by charging him with baptizing in his onlf 

Name, they meant to impeach him of C:ttinf 

vp himſelf for God? No, the Context plain 

ſhews, that all his Apprehenſion about it wi 

this, that they would have taken it as a pgroulf 

of denominating themſelves his Diſciples, as thy 

already were apt to do, ſaying, I am of Pai 

Cc. as if he, inſtead of Jeſus Chriſt, were thi 

Head of their Profeſſion, and Maſter of th 

Chriffian School. This he intimates would hari 

jaſtly follow'd from his baptixing into his an 

Name. But if it had imply'd him to be Golf 

moſt High, they 2 never be ſuppos'd to till 

to abſurd, as to charge Paul with ſuch a fool 

and monſtrous Crime. Which ſhews what wal 

their Senſe of the matter in hand, in the be 

ginning of Chriſtianity. rt 

So that to be baptix d into the Name of an 

one, is only to enter one's ſelf his Diſciple, and 

to be denominated after his Name; as they who 

John 9.28, were baptiz'd into Moſes were Moſes's Diſciples i 

Ch. 3. 25. They who were baptiz'd into John's Baptiſm, i 
| were John's Diſciples. So to be baptiz'd into the 
Name of Jelus, is to profeſs our ſelves his 
Diſciples, and to take his Name upon us, 4A 
the Wife and Servant did tranſire in Nomtt 
Mariti aut Domini, were called after their Names, 
ſo we are called Chriſtians from Chriſt; being 
baptiz'd into his Name, we are called his Dif 
ciples. And therefore in the Goſpel-Hiſtory we 
Acts 2. 38. lead only of Chriſtians being baptiz'd into the 
1). 5. Name of the Lord Jeſus, becauſe they were 


on Unitarian Principles. 
inently to bear the Mediator's Name, having 


th -fore been the profeſs'd Subjects of God, un- 
tr er whom the Lord Jeſus was now conſtituted 
„e chief Head and Adminiſtrator, _ | 
Nor is the Lord's Supper any Inftance pf Di- a 
poi Worſhip paid to Jeſus Chriſt, tho it be a _ 


lebration of the Memory of his Death. I 
rant there are concomitant Acts of Worſhip 
cth in this and in Bapeiſm, viz. Prayer and 
raiſe, which are not requir'd to be offer'd to 


on ſus Chriſt neither, but to the Father (for we 
the uſt only do as he did, which was not to pray 
Pall bimſelf) But that this of cating or drinking 


any immediate Worſhip, Mr. B, will hardly K 
ove. Tis an Act of Obedience, not of Wor- 5 
57 as diſtin from Obedience. At leaſtftis no 
aof external Worſhip diſtin& from Prayer, 


Cul from Love and Faith, &c. which he muſt 
to tend, becauſe he diſtinguiſhes it from thoſe 
ol erts of Worſhip, as a particular diſtia& In- 


lance. Something to this purpoſe, agaiuſt its 
ing immediate Worſhip, Mr. B. may find in a 
ok, call'd, Remarks on the Biſhop ef Derry's 
4 [courſe, CC. p. 117. | 8 88 
heſides, we then remember Chriſt in his Death 
By, or as 4 Man ſlain; where we ſee nothing 
at reſembles him as a God, or that ſignifies 
Wy ſuch matter to us. All that Solemnity may 
ly belong to him, as an honourable Remem- 


his F'2nce of ſo excellent a Friend, tho there were 
e pretence of a Deity in the caſe. e 

on" . As to all external Acts of Worſhip, they are 

mes holy equivocal, and cannot determine what 

einz e Worſhip intended is, Let Mr. B. ſhew that 

Dif- od has appropriated any of theſe to the Su- 

7 we ene Being, and that they are given to Jeſus - 

the brilt. He will own that our Lord Jeſus re- 

were ivd Homage as a Prophet only of eminent Sanc- P. 75. 


id 
: <1 


Of the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, | 
tity z which is moral Reverence, or religin 
Worſhip, ſuch as Peter refus d. By which "ti 
plain, that ſuch external Acts cannot prove h 
Deity. 5 2 B- 8 1 
The Objeftions from Peter and the Agi 
who refus'd ſuch Worſhip, which Jeſus Chr 
received without any check to them who gave ii 
are frivolous; ſince they two had no ſuch Clainflf 
to that Worſhip, which he had; and therefor 
they might well refuſe what it became him tiſ 
accept. And ſure he may challenge what a 
Angel refuſes, and yet be below the Supreme 


God, tho greater than Angels. Nay, tis e 


dent enough, that under the Old Teſtamen 
Angels did receive as great Worſhip from other 


as that which the Angel refus'd from St. Fohn 1 
becauſe he was an Apoſtle, and ſo not much inf 


Honour below Angels. — 


And what tho the Angels of God worſhip Jeſu 


Chriſt? This ſhews he is Lord over 'em, but A 


not that he is their Supreme God. So that aſl 


all this heap of ſeeming Arguments, which ar 1 


rather numbered than weighed, here is not of 


that comes home to the purpoſe, ſo as to pro 
Supreme and Divine Worſhip to be due to Jeſu 
Chriſt, Prayer, Praiſe, Love, Faith, Proſt ration, 
&c. may be given to one, ſo as to be Dzvin 
Worſhip, when ultimate and ſupreme; and to 
another, ſo as to be only ſubordinate z which it 
is, when given to Jeſus Chriſt, for any thing 
that Mr. B. has made appear to the contrary. 
Having thus in vain attempted to product 
any one plain Inſtance of Divine Worſhip pail 
to Jeſus Chriſt, from the Nature of the Ai: 
_ themſelves, he pretends next to prove it from 
the Foundation on which thoſe Acts of Worſhip 
are grounded, which, he ſays, are his infinite 
Divine Perfections, and Supreme Dominion. _ 
ere 


66 Of the Worfhip of Jeſus Chriſt, 


finite or ſupreme Perfections, or equal to th | 


ſelf-exiſtent independent Father. 


Nor will Miniſterial Creation or Preſervatiolf 
entitle him to Divine Worſhip : and I ſappoiiſh 
Mr. B. can't ſhew more than this to be attribute 
to Jeſus Chriſt (whatever Creation it be, whethM 
the Old or New that is ſpoken of) or that ev 
this it ſelf is aſſigned as the Ground of Worſhip, 

In the matter of Redemption, I ſee no Shadow ii 

any Ground for Divine Worſhip, ſince he is there 
in confider'd only as a Mediator (which Mr. B. 
lows to be an inferior Character) who has redeen'iM 


"I 


us by the Will and Command of his Father, au 


Rey. f. 9. to the Glory of bim as the Principal: Thou hy 


redeemd us to God. Under that ſubordina: 
Conſideration, the Church does there celebrat 
his Praiſes, and ſo can only intend a ſubordinati 
inferior Honour to him. So that upon the wholl 


they ſeem to go upon very ſlight and raſh Ground | 
who give ſupremely divine Worſhip to Jeſus Chriſt, 


for any thing that Mr. B. has ſaid in Vindication 
of it; ſince the whole Current of the New Tei 


tament is againſt him, as well as that of the fill 


and pureſt Ages of Chriſtianity; and ſince all 
tis ſo highly injurious to the Honour of the FM 
ther, in whom alone are found the ſolid Ground 
of Divine Worſhip, v:z. native, original, ini-Wi 


nite Perfection, and ſupreme underiv'd Do- 
minion. | 5 
One would think it an invincible Argument 
againſt the ſupreme Worſhip of Jeſus Chril, 
which Mr. E. had laid down, wiz. in that tt 
Worſhip given him is grounded on deriv'd and bore 
 . row'd Excellency. And 'tis but a poor come-of 
P. 121. in Mr. Z. when in anſwer to it he ſays, If 
mean by deriv'd and borrow'd Excellency, ſuch Ex 
cellency as God communicates to a dignify'd Creatutt, 
Ideny that the Worſhip which the Scriptures requin 
. ui 


on Unitarian Principles. 

o pay to Chriſt is grounded on ſuch deriv'd Ex- 
. lency. For as Mr. E. had ſaid nothing at all, 
ether Jeſus Chriſt was ever created, or not, 
tho Mr. B. very unjuſtly charges him with it) 
r was only generated; ſo no doubt but, when 
e ſpake of deriv'd or given Excellency and Pow- 
r, he meant it of ſuch as is any way deriv'd 


| a onging to his Nature originally, that is ab origine, 


ir. B. grants his Eſſence is ſo) the Caſe is the 
me ſtill; it can challenge but an inferior re- 
ed: and unleſs he can ſnew, that to be deriv'd 
Id dependent (let it be what way deriv'd he 
Will) is as great a Perfection, as to be ſelf-exiſ- 
Wot and independent, and that it challenges as 


e reſt that can avail his Cauſe. 

aui Nothing can be more apparent, than that the 
catluggomage due to Jeſus Chriſt is not grounded 
Ve on any original infinite Excellency of his own, 
ie fl: on his Father's Grant. Words can hardly 
e alk it more expreſly than that Text, Phil. 2. 9, 
ie Fr, 11. But Mr. B. catches at the Phraſe, 
my Wc every Knee may bow to him: and becauſe he 
9 
1 De ſbould bow, preſently (according to his uſual 
ay of arguing from the ſame or like Words 
ume Wd the ſame Senſe, without minding the Diffe- 
* ance of the Subjects they are apply'd to) he con- 
1d 9 e ſelf-ſame God to whom all Knees muſt bow: 
me hich is juſt as if, becauſe in one place l read I 
„Vi ett love God, and in another, that I mult love 
ch Ex NY Neighbour z, therefore 1 ſhould conclude, that 
eat ur pobtleſs God and my Neighbour are the ſame, 
r equirt | "+ —  * 

ut . 


nd borrow'd, be it by Creation or Generation: 
nd tho he had never ſuch great Excellencies be- 


et if that Nature it ſelf be but deriv'd (for 


eat Veneration from us, he ſays nothing in all 


67 


ds God had ſaid of himſelf, That to him every Ila. 45-23- 


dently concludes, That Jeſus Chriſt muſt be P. 124. 
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of the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, = 
becauſe the ſame thing, viz. Love, is require 
for both. „„ I 
But. tis not merely from the ſame Words bl 
ing apply'd to both God and Chrift, that H 
proves them to be the ſame ; but he thinks u 
father his Concluſion, and his way of inferring 
Rom. 14. on St. Paul, who alledges, That agreeable til 
11, 12. the Declaration of God in the Prophet, of evi 
Knee's bowing to him, as an Accompliſhment of i 
we muſt all ſtand before the Judgment - Seat of Chrif 
Now, ſays Mr. B. If the Apoſtle*s Reaſoning be ju Wi 
our Saviour muſt be that Jehovah, to whom the In 
phet had foretold, that every Knee (hould bow, WIH 
fo? Elſe, ſays he, it would not follow, becauſe ev 
Knee ſhould bow to God, that all muſt ſtand bf 
the Judgment-Seat of Chriſt. But I think it wil 
follow very well, without making St. Paul pill 
for a ſhallow Reaſoner. Is it not a great [nitand 
of God's prevailing Sovereignty and Dominion 
and of the World's univerſal Subjection to i 
that all are accountable to his Miniſter and MM 
legate? Is any ſo blind as not to ſee that it i 
God's Judgment and God's Authority is own 
when his commiſſion'd Judge is ſubmitted to, as if 
were himſelf? If a Prince ſay, I will have all mh 
Subjects ſubmit to my Authority, and from then 
one concludes, that they muſt be accountable 
his commiſſion'd Judge or Delegates ; will it fd 
low thence, that theſe Judges are the very King 
Muſt St. Paul be cenſured as one that knew 0 
how to argue juſtly, becauſe he intends not {ut 
a weak Conſequence, or rather ſuch a Nor-ſequ 
tur, as Mr. B. draws unreaſonably from his Word 
It is enough for juſtifying his Argument, th 
God the Father is bow'd to, in Mens Appearatf 
at Chriſt's Bar as his Miniſter. I wonder Mt. 
mould venture on ſuch triflipg Pretences. 


1 


— 


on Unitarian Principles. 
But not being able to prove divine Worſhip to 
> due to Jeſus Chriſt with any reaſonable Evi- 
-nce, from clear Scripture-Inſtances, he endea- 
hurs next to bring it in at a Back-door, He finds 
at ſome Worſhip is to be given him: but, ſays 
>, There is no religious Worſhip to be given to any 
God alone; and that all ſuch religious inferiour 
orſhip as is given to another, is a giving away 
od's Peculiar, which he has appropriated to him- 
If, and ſo is no better than Idolatry. And 
W-nce he concludes, that what Worſhip is given 
jeſus Chriſt, is not this inferior Worſhip, 
d therefore it muſt be divine. Of theſe Prin- 
piles I ſhall endeavour to ſhew the Faiſhood and 
eakneſss. JJC 
That there is no Evidence brought by Mr. B. 
any divine Worſhip due to Jeſus Chriſt, I have 
ready manifeſted. What remains next, is, 
= Sccondly, To ſhew, that there is an inferior 
(WE \igions Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt which the Scrip- 
re allows; and to anſwer his Cavils and Ex- 
öbptions againſt it, from that general Poſition 
his, (and others) That all religious Adoration of , 
y but the Supreme God, is Idolatry: Like to that 
the Pagans, which was oppos'd by the Primi- 
ve Fathers, Rc. th „ 5 
Arg. 1. Firſt then I maintain, that de facto 
ere is an inferior Worſhip due to Jeſus Chriſt. 
nd this appears, | ED 
In that he is to be worſhip'd as Mediator. Now 
lr. B. grants, that as Mediator he is inferior to P. 26. 
be Father, Whence it will follow, that the 
orſhip paid him under this inferior Character, 
ſt needs be inferior Reſpect; becauſe the rela- 
ear re Act muſt needs bear a proportion to its Ob- 
- Mr. a. Which fide of the Queſtion Mr. B. takes, 
= Chriſtus qua; Mediator fit adorandus, an non 1 I 
now not, But if he join with thoſe who are 
Bu F 3 „ for 
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thoſe who ſeem as ungrateful to the Redeemer fu 


Rev. 5. 9, 
IS] 


iber. 1. 21. (which is but ſubordinate Worſhip.) Thro him nt 
John 4. 1. believe in God. So again, Te believe in God, ſays 


3 


Of the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, 


for the Negative, I think he liſts himſelf amo 


F af 
3 


TER: SRO 8 


all his rich Grace and Love, as any whom they a 
cuſe. Tis evident that they join not with thai 
deſirable Society, who take ſo much pleaſure if 
adoring and, praiſing the Lamb who was ſlain, ali 
that for ſhedding his Blood; which certainly is 
Mediator: for the Lamb is only that Natur 
which was ſacrificed, or which became an Offer 
ing; ſo that the ſame Nature is intended to bf 
honoured which endured the Smart, and that N 
ture is glorified by the Saints, which was ſo bl 
God. Nay I may, without raſhneſs, venture to ſa 
that to deny all Worſhip to the Man Jeſus Chrit 
or to him as Mediator, and that as to one unny: 
thy of it, is to put very great Contempt on tl 
Bleſſed Jeſus : *Tis to run quite counter to thi 
Scripture, and to contradi& their triumphai 
Congratulations of the Redeemer's Honour, wh 


ſay, Worthy is the Lamb ſlain, to receive Glory, Hi 1 


nour and Bleſſing, &c, And if it ſhould be founli 
that there is no Son of God, but what is a diſtioil 
Being from the Father (as ſome verily belier)M 
and to him they deny all Adoration as idolatrow; 
I fear leſt they be found among thoſe who wor 
ſhip not the Son of God at all; and be that honomn 
not the Son (even tho he be another Being fron 
the Father) honours not the Father. In ſhort, 'i 
as Mediator that the grounds of Worſhip in Scrip 
ture do reſpect him, . 

Further, our Lord Jeſus Chriſt is in the ſam: 
reſpe& an Object of Worſhip, as he is an Objed 
of Faith, (for Mr. B. inſtances in Faith as a pat 
of his internal Worſhip.) Now I would knowi 
he dare ſay that we muſt not have Faith in hin 
as Mediator, Nothing is more evident, than 
that the Scripture requires mediate Faith in hit, 


Chril, 


* 


on Unitarian Principles. 71 
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mo riſt, believe alſo in me, i. e. as Mediator, as the 

er fu nit arian Comments will tell us. So then here 

aß Worſhip of him as Mediator, or as one infe- 

Uh 5 or and ſubject to the Father 8 and therefore it | q 
rei et expreſs a Reſpect equal to that of the _— 
» ther. 5 | 
Again, Mr. B. allows, that as Mediator, he P. 122. | 
ator. all Dominions ; and this is the true ground l 
fer Worſhip or HComagnſeee. | | 
to Nor indeed have the learned Trinitarians de- 

t ed that he is to be pray'd to as Mediator. Mr. 

oh, in his Paſtoral Letters, ſhews, That the ps, 3. 

on piſts do indeed make a difference between the Ter. 15. 

ri orſhip of Angels or Saints, and that of God, be- 

0 aſe they only pray to them as Mediators; but f 
0 tat they make none between that and the Wor- ; 
0 ip of jeſus Chriſt, to whom, ſays he, we ad- ; 
* ess thus, Pray thou for us, intercede for us with thy ; 


Wher. This is without diſpute to pray to him N 
F Mediator, and in a ſubordinate inferiour way, þ 
low our Prayers to the Father, or Supreme. | 
WD St. Stephen pray'd to Chriſt as Mediator, ſays | 
r. Baxter, becauſe he petition d for an Act of His laſt | 
lediation, Acts 7. Now mediate and ultimate Work of 4 
orſhip muſt needs be unequal, and the former Believer, 
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70h 25 much inferior to the latter, as the Mediator, %%% % 

fron 4 talis, 1s to the Father, with Mr. B's owWn revs in 

„ U onſent. 5 | r ; 
cri Again, I argue from the uſual Apoſtolick Sa- phraſe. j 


tations at the beginning of moſt of the Epiſtles, 1 


fant rnich Mr. B. ſticks not to mention for one f ; ; 


WW Proofs of Divine Worſhip in Prayer to Jeſus 
dar iriſt ) Grace and Peace from God the Father, and 
* om the Lord FJeſus Chriſt, From hence I argue, 
| 


j 
' 
at (even according to the Trinitarians) Jeſus 53 
hriſt cannot be pray'd to here as God, but as ; 
ediator below God; and therefore with inferior 7 
orſnip: which I gather thus, I obſerve the : 

T8 #4 7 Hoh 


than 
him, 
im 0 
ſays 
hrif, 


4 


he is wholly left out from among the Perſolif 


tis? ls this to make the Holy Spirit equal vi 
the other two? What, to pray diſtinctiy uſ 


for a deſperate Cauſe, to ſay that the Fai 


Of the Worſhip of Jeſus Criſt, 


Holy Spirit is never once join'd with the Fat \ 
and the Son in thoſe Salutations; ſo that eitbe 


worſhipped by Chriſtians, or the word Fa. 
muſt be taken for the whole Deity, includinl 
the Three Perſons, as they ſometimes tell uM 
there is no other way to fetch in the Third PM 
ſon into this Worſhip. If Mr. B. will ay, ta 
God the Father notes the Firſt Perſon of the Tri 
nity, and Jeſus Chriſt the Lord, the Second Pei 
ſon; then the Spirit is not included in the Obe 
of Divine Worſhip at all. What ſhall be ſaid ui 


two Perſons in particular, all along, and nei 
once to the third! What is this but plainly tl 
teach all the Churches that there was no Tir 
Ferſon of equal Honour; ſince he would ni 
have been ſo conſtantly negle&ed by the Apoltil 
in their publick Worſhip? . 
Well then, I'll ſuppoſe to avoid this the Tra 
tarians muſt ſay, that the Term Father is put Hf 
the whole Deity, including the Three Perſon 
But tho this is very odd, and looks like a Shin 


when diftinguiſh'd from the Son of 4 Father, i 
2 John ver. 3. ſhould be put for the Father a 
the Son; yet allowing this, that the Second al 
Third Perſons are included in the Father, I thi 
ask, what ſhall be intended by the Lord Jeſ 
Chriſt join'd with the Father ? It cannot be {ali 
that he is pray'd to as the Second Perſon ther, 
becauſe he is ſuppos'd to be included as ſuch in tit 
Term Father. There he is conſider'd as 60 
among the Three, and therefore it would be! 
groſs and groundleſs Tautolagy to pray to bil 
again under the ſame Character as God. 0 
why ſhould he be mention d firſt in general at 

| „ . Comm 


. Unitarian Prinriples. 
Wommon, and then in particular, more than the 


Fata 

eite ther two Perſons? So then it muſt be granted, a 
lou conceive, that having been pray d to before in 

rah ommon as God, according to them, he is next 

ud articularly pray'd to as Mediator, and not as 

nod; and then I have what I deſign, viz. a Proof 

d PW hat he is worſhipped as Mediator, and as infe- 

„ thfWrioc to the Father; and conſequently, that in- 


WWfcrioc religious Worſhip paid him ia the New 
Tctameat, is neither Divine, nor yet IAolatry. 
4. 2. Becauſe Jeſus Chriſt cannot be Wor- 
ſhipped with Divine Supreme Worſhip (accord 
Wiag to Mr. B. and other Trinit ariaus) therefore 
tis with inferior Worſhip, if at all. The rea- 
nee fon why he cannot be worſhipped with Supreme 
Worſhip is, becauſe (as Mr. B. will allow) there 


d nol cording to the Goſpel, but what muſt be offered 
2oſtl thro Chriſt as the Mediator, (that is, ſays Mr. B. 
and others, a God-Man.) Now if Chriſt be to 
be worſhipped with Divine Worſhip as Ged Su- 
ut HR preme, who can be the Mediator, where Chrift 
er oof himfelf is the ultimate Object? What God- Man 
| Shi comes between Chriſt's Divine Nature, and the 


Fal ſoppliaat Signer 7 So that if 1 worſhip him with 


Divine Worſhip as God, then tis worſhipping 
er an" God without a Mediator; but fince this is not 
nd ad n tis not to be maintain'd, that 


tach any Inſtances of Worſhip paid to Jeſas Chriſt in 
d jeu the New Teſtament are of this Nature, viz. Di- 
Xe fi vine Sapreme Worſhip, but only inferior Re- 
ther il ſpect. . | LTD... 

in tu And indeed Mr. B. being preſs'd with this 
s GO Argument, grants the main Point, viz. That the 
d be i Divine Nature, as in the Father, is the ultimate 
o ha Objed of our Addreſſes. So again, p. 24. The Fa- 
* ther is, ſometimes in Scripture, propos d as the utti- 
al al 


him 


73 


Th is no Worſhip of God. the Supreme Beingy ac- 


mate Object of religious Worſbip, Eph. 2. 18. Thro 


3E. 


74 


him we have acceſs to the Father, i. e. to the Divin 
Object, elſe *tis nothing to his purpoſe; for 


is the ultimate Object of Worſhip ? To this he 


him, who being the ultimate Object, cannot be 


Knowing the Hearts of Men; (without which there 


Chriſt is a ſufficient Mediator of Interceſſion with 


Divine Nature in the Son, may ſuffice as well 


- Perſon, together with the Man Jeſus Chrilt, 
will anſwer the whole Affair of Worſhip by a 


Of the Warſhip of Tefus Criſt, 


Nature as primarily ſubſiſting in the Father. He 
muſt mean, that the Father only is the ultimate 
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he gives it as an Anſwer to the Queſtion, Why 
is Mediator when the Divine Nature in the Sn 


anſwers, The Divine Nature, as in the Father, 
is the ultimate Object; that is, as in him only, 
and not as in Chriſt: for if Chriſt alſo be ſuch an 
ultimate Object of divine Worſhip, then the Dif. 
ficulty remains unanſwered, in ſuch Worſhip of 
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the Mediator alſo in the ſame Worſhip ; ſince 
that would be to mediate only with himſelf, 
(which the Father may do as well as the Son) 
whereas *tis evident, the Mediator in Scripture 
is underſtood of another diſtinct Perſon, and im- 
plies ſuch Mediation as belongs not to the Father 
to act in, but the Son only. = 
Mr. B. cannot ſay (as we may) that the Human 
Nature acts alone, in this Mediation with his 
Divine, becauſe he denies it to be capable of 


can be no ſuſſicient Mediation for them) for 
he ſays, this is peculiar to God, and ſolely is to 
be found in him, not only in the moſt eminent 
Senſe, as Mr. E. had ſaid, but in any Senſe. 
Beſides, then it will follow, that the Man Jeſus 


God the Father too, and there will need no ſe- 
cond Perſon in the Deity for this matter; for 
ſurely ſach a Mediator as will ſuffice with the 
with the ſame Nature in the Father, if they be 
equal in Juſtice and Glory : So that one divine 


Mediator. 


| on Unitarian Principles. 

Wicdiator. And if it will ſuffice for Interceſſion} 
l ſuppoſe it will eaſily follow, that the Human 
Nature of Chriſt may alſo ſuffice in the buſi- 
neſs of Redemption; becauſe theſe t re ſup- 
Wpoſcd to be connected and dependent one on the 
Wother: and we are oft told (in arguing againſt 


e So 
is 1 the Papiſts) that none can be a ſufficient Media- 
ther, tor of Interceſſion, but who is alſo of Redemp- 
Daly, tion by his Sacrifice, on which they ſay his In- 
h an terceſſion is grounded. If therefore the Human 
Dif. Nature in Chriſt can ſafficiently act the part of 
p of Mediation in it ſelf, without the interceding 
t be Mediation of the Divine, in one part of it, viz. 
fince Interceſſion; then it muſt be ſuppos'd to have 
elf, had the ſame Sufficiency in the other, viz. as a 
Son) Propitiation. Moreover, there will be the very 
ture me Objection againſt Chriſt's mediating with 
im. his own Divine Nature and Juſtice, by way of 
ther WM atonement, in his own Divine Virtue, as there is 
ES againſt his mediating with his own Divine Nature 
man in Interceſſion, in that ſame Divine Virtue : for 
\ his to ſatisfy himſelf, is no Satisfaction to the De- 
e of ME mands of his Juſtice, tis to fit down without any 
here WK amends ; juſt as to intercede with himſelf only, is 
for to do it without any proper Interceſſor at all. 
s to If it be ſaid, that the human Nature could not do 
nent this, but from the Digaity ir receives by the per ſo- 
i nal Union to the divine Nature, and therefore muſt 
eſus be a God-Man in the Caſe; Ianſwer, That Union 
vith it ſelf could not make the human Creature Infinite, 


nor truly Divine, and therefore not a Subject of 
for Infinite Virtue and Merit neither: if any ſuch Vir- 
the we be, it muſt be reckon'd only to the Divine Na- 


well tore, and then all the Mediation bottom'd on it,. 
be will be ſtill in its n Virtue, which is to mediate 
7ine with ir ſelf, | Beſides, the Unitarians will allow 


iſt, the Man Jeſus Chriſt to be united to the En- 
y a ther; wo dwells in him, and who was manifeſted 
N e | un 
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lutely, does uſe to ſignify the Father, who is emi. : 


timate as near an Union of bim to the My 


God for Sinners. 


Dnitarians, tho tis the laſt that I am now dri- 


Of theWorſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, | 
in bu Fleſh. And if that Rule of the Trin, 
ri ans be allow'd, that the Word God put 40 


nently ſtil'd God (as ſays Mr. B. alſo) then ſuch 
Texts as ſpeak of God's being manifeſt in Fleſh i 
and of God's purchaſing the Church with bis Blood, 
may be underſtood of the Father, and ſo doin. 


Jeſus Chriſt, as can be pretended of any (ſup. 
pos'd) ſecond Perſon in the Deity. So that ve 
may gain this Poiat, that to aſſert only one Per. 
ſon in the Divine Nature, is enough to anſwer 
the Goſpel-account of Chriſt's Mediation with 
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This I ſay only follows, ia caſe any Trinits 
rian ſhould be driven to ſay, that only the Huma 
Nature acts in mediating with the Divine Ns 
ture of Jeſus Chriſt, when *tis ultimately and 
divinely worſhip'd (without which he is not 
worſhip'd as God) as they muſt ſay, except it Mi 
be worſhip'd without a Mediator, to come be. 
tween this God and us, -which is againſt the 


ES we eas 


Goſpel. In ſhort, either Mr, B. muſt ſay, That 1 


the moſt High God Jeſus Chriſt (to uſe the 77. 
nitarian, not Scripture-Dialea) is approachable W 
by us without a Mediator againſt Scripture ; ot 
that the Alan Jeſus Chriſt is a ſufficient Medis. 
tor in his created Nature; or that he is not wor- 
fhip'd as God at all, fo as to need any Media- 
tor. Either of the two latter will ſerve the 


ving at, viz. that Jeſus Chriſt is not worſhip'l 
as Supreme God, or as the ultimate Object of 
Worſhip. And if the Son be not the ultimate, 
but mediate Object only, I believe few can be ſo 
forſaken of their Reaſon, as to affirm mediate 
Worſhip to be truly Divine, or proper for the 
Supreme Being to receive, who 1s the 14% ns 
| | | re Fs 1 


on linitarian Principles. 


1 his own Arguments, from that Topick of Di- 


int an Worſhip and Service: and he who has no 
ab bt to this, is not the Supreme Gd. 
em. So then ſince Mr. B. ſeems not to allow Jeſus 
ſuch yriſt to be the ultimate Object of Worſhip, it 
Flein follow that he has only a ſubordinate or 
lod icdiate Worfhip; and then I wonder to what 
0 in arpoſe he went about to prove bis Supreme 
MaWcity from Divine Worſhip being paid to him, 
(ſup. pen he muſt own, that none of his Inſtances 
t ve om Scripture do prove him to be the Ulti- 
Per. Mate or Supreme Object of any ſuch Worſhip, 
ſer r to be equal to his Father, whoſe ſingle Glory 
win is to be fo. Thus in few words he ſubverts 
nite ine Worſhip, for none is ſuch but ultimate 
Iman 5 orſhip. a Ft SR 
N.. 1 find Mr. B. complains it was hard to un- 
and WW erſtand this Argument of Mr. Z's, p. 145, but 


he that ſees what Reply he makes, will be apt 
o think the difficulty lay ſomewhere elſe, ſinee 
e. underſtands it far better than he anſwers it; 
Dy owning the Father to be the ultimate Object 
f Worſhip, leaving it to the Son only, to be 
In Object of nediate or inferior Worſhip, or of 

none at all, | Ft 64,4 0a 


7 


Arg. 3. I argue from thoſe grounds and rea- 


5 0 

dis ſons, on which the Scripture bottoms his Claim 

wor- to Worſhip, which are ſuch as will only ſup- 

edis: port an inferior Worſhip. Dominion or Supe- 

the riority is the ground of Homage and Worſhip, 

dri- which is only an Expreſſion of our Subjection 

pd Bi to another in whoſe power we are. He is thy Plal. 45. 
1 af Lord, and worſhip thou him. And from all Sub- 11. 
ate, Jed, ſome Homage is due. Now ſince the Mar 


Fefus Chriſt is undeniably poſſeſs'd of ſome Do- 


exalted to be our Prince and Saviour : It is therefore 
moſt unreaſonable to deny him all Homage or 
| Worſhip, 
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minion over us; tho, abſent and inviſible, he is Ads 5. 31. 


Of the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, 
Worſhip, when he has ſach a Foundation fi 
it. Angels have no Dominion over us that wil 
know of; they are not our Lords, Lawgiver\l 
or Judges, tho they may exerciſe their natur 
Powers for us; but Jeſus Chriſt, as Man, is oy 
Judge and Lord. But yet ſince all the Domi 
nion, upon which the Goſpel. founds the Clain 
of his Worſhip, is but ſabordinate and del. 
gated from and for another, wiz, God or th 
Father, it follows alſo that the Worſhip claimel 
cannot be ſupreme, as what is truly Divine is, 
Now that *tis in regard of his ſubordinate 
derived Dominion that he muſt be worſhip d 
thoſe two Texts alledg'd, Phil. 2. 9, 10, 11. an 
John F. 22, 23. are home-proofs, if taken ii 
Their fair native Senſe. But Mr. B. labours to 
make 'em unintelligible, by drawing an artif. 
cial, or rather a. confus d Cloud over their cleat 
Light. The Father has committed all Judgmm 
to the Son, that all ſhould honour the Son as they d. 
the Father, 1. e. as truly, not equally, as Dr, 
Whitby reports Origen's Interpretation to be. 

| Is it not plain, that the Honour due to Chrif 
(ſuppoſing it to be Worſhip, rather than Obe. 
dience) is grounded on a delegated Authority, 
which he is inveſted with from the Father? 
Is not a commiſſion'd Authority given him, on 
purpoſe to be the Warrant and Reaſon for out 
doing him honour? which in all fair reaſoning 
will imply, that without this Commiſſion there 
- wou'd not be ſo ſufficient Warrant and Ground 
for it. And *tis as evident, that this given 
Authority cou'd be no reaſon for giving him Di- 
vine Worſhip, which is not due upon any thing 
that can be given; becauſe tis due only to or- 
ginal, underived, and independent Infinite Per- 
fections. And if Jeſus Chriſt had ſuch underiv'd 


Excellencies, that had been a more noble pron! 
0 
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f Honour, more worthy to be alledg'd in the 
aſe; and withal, there had been no need of 
e Father's Gift, to procure his Son this Ho- 
our, if it was already antecedently due to him 


n fol 
lat wil 
vers 
atur] 


is ou the utmoſt degree, upon an infinitely higher 

DonilKcaſon than this Gift. Nay, the Reaſon pro- 
Clan eded on in the Text, is contradictory to a f 
dels. laim founded on original Infinite Supremacy, 


cauſe a Gift of Power cannot be made to him, 
ſho, as God, has all Power, and ſo muſt be both 
he Fountain of that Gift, and Receiver of it 


Cr the 
alme( 


ne Is, un 
dinat e o. The ſame Divine Nature cannot ſure have ; 
hips! Power originally, or underiv' d, and then have 


hat by Derivation, which it had underiv'd ; he 
ho has all originally, can receive no Gift or 
ddition. There can be no Truth more plain 


. and 
den 11 
urs to 


arti. han this, nor any Reaſoning more natural and 
J [ 
mn It were a moſt abſurd Interpretation of the 


ext to make our Lord's Meaning to be this, 


they H | NM. 
iz, The Father has committed all Judgment to 


48 Di. 


to bel Human Nature, that Men might honour my 
Chrit vine Nat ure, which yet receives nothing by 
Obe. . and is adorable on a much higher reaſon 
ority, ithout it. And yet there is no juſt doubt but 
aher at the ſame Subject is intended to be honour'd, 


m, on hich is inveſted with Authority from God, wiz, 
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Ir Our le Son of Man, Fer. 27. Nor can a Gift or Dig- 
ſoning ity confer'd on the Human Nature be a ground 
there f worſhipping the Divine at all: for as in Na- 


rals Water aſcends not higher than the Foun- 


round WF” f | 
ain; ſo in Morals, our Actions aſcend no higher 


nden 
S Di- regular Eſtimation than the Grounds and 
thing rinciples of em. He who pretends to wor- 
0 ori- Nip the Divine Nature for a reaſon not in it, 
> Per- Nd which only reaches to the Human, does not 
eriv'd 


'orſhip the Divine at all, but only the Human 
round Mature. „ 1 N 
of - There- 


Of the Worſhip of Jeſus Obriſt, 
Therefore. to avoid theſe Abſurdities, Mr.] 
runs, if poſſible, into a greater, He cannot dei 
bot that the Worſhip due to JFelus Chriſt, | 
founded upon the Father's Gift, in committiz 


ee , EI 2 >" - 


4 Judgment to him: but then he would fi 


have this Gift to belong to his Divine Natur 


and becauſe that muſt needs have all Power ec: 
nally inherent in it felf, he fays, tis a Gift of 


no Pewer but what did originally belong to j 
before. And leſt one ſhould not be able to { 


the mighty Bounty of the Father, in giving M 


Son nothing new, but only what be had with 
cut that Gift, he fays, the Gift lies in thi 
| That the Father did devolve far a time the ſi 
Exerciſe of this original Pamer on his Son, Wwhid 
originally was common to both, (and 'I ſappoj 
to the Holy Spirit alfo;) and, he ſays, that thi 
is what Chriſt means, when he ſays, All Pour 
in Heaven and Earth is given me of the Father 
Let us a little conſider the Abſurdity of thek 
Notions in ſome Particulars. 
I. Is it nor ſtrange, that in this Ciſt of ti 
Father to the Son, of all Power, &c. which th 
Scripture ſpeaks ſo pompouſly of, there ſhoull 
be nothing at all given him more than he hai 
before? For Mr. B. expreſly ſays, The Son acquir 
hereby no Authority that did not belong originalyt 
his Divine Nature. A Gift of no new Auth 
rity, ſeems to be a Gift of nothing. Is Chriſt r 
warded with nothing, or with no addition d 
Glory ? Muſt he hold that by Gift, which he hel 
by a better Tenure before? 
2. Is it not abſurd to ſay, that God can hart 
a Gift, or that God can be rewarded ? Ye 
Mr. B. makes this Gift to be the Reward of tit 
Son of God, i.e. the Divine Nature, for becon- 
ing the Son of Man; and ſays, it terminates 01 


the whole Perſon, both God and Man. — 
| 5 q 
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an it ever be ſaid, that the Supreme Poſſeſ- 

Ur of all Perfection can be rewarded with a 
itt of Authority, or receive any Commiſſion ? _ 
nd tho Mr. B. would avoid this by the for- oY 
er Paradox, ſaying, that nothing is given but | j 
phat he had originally, yet herein he is not | 
ry conſiſtent, either with Reaſon or himſelf; | 
r ſince he calls the Son's ſole Truſt and Admi- 
iſtration a Privilege, beyond his ruling in com- 
Won with the Father, I would fain know whe- 
er he had that Privilege originally, or whether 4 
is was not a new Acquirement. He grants it 
d be new; ſo that it ſeems that as God Su- 
eme, he can receive new Privilege, and become 
ter and greater than he was before. Is this 

ie Trinitarian Faith of God? Fo 

3. This is inconſiſtent with the Divine Unity, 
r one to reſign, and another to receive the 
dminiſtration ; one to be voluntarily excluded, 
ad the other ſolely entruſted. It agrees well 
ough with two Beings and two Wills, and 
ith his Inſtance of King William and Queen 
ſary, which is nothing to his purpoſe, unleſs 
> will make God and his Son to be a pair of 


ie halfWfinite Beings, which he denies, but yet his 
ccquirmWeaſonings do plainly inſinuate it. The ſame 
nally v8 gle Vi cannot reſign and take; cannot both 
Auth it, and exerciſe the Adminiſtration of all. 


riſt re 
tion 0f 
ne held 


his implies two Parties and two Wills, as the 
fferent Subjects of that Power and mutual Con- 
at, and Managers of thoſe various Admini- 
ations, | " 

4. It ſeems inconſiſtent with Mr. B. himſelf, 


in hape 


? vet ho had ſaid often that the Father ſuſtains the p. 8 
of eg of Supreme Lamgiver, and intimates that the 

bhecon - leaves the Rights of his Sovereignty on the Fa- P. 26. 
ates auger Hands, and takes on him the Office of a 


And 


a lediator. If then Jeſus Chriſt have not fini ſh'd 
q 


__ 8 his 
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his Mediation, as he has not, how can he he 
entruſted, or ſolely entruſted with the Supreme 
Authority, while at the ſame time he has left 1; 

Rights of the Sovereignty with the Father? (x 
how has the Father devolv'd the ſole Exercif 
upon the Son, if himſelf ſuſtain the place c 
Supreme Rector? Mr. B. ſays, that Jeſus Chriſ 

P. 25. has this Sovereign Dominiom over all, in the Ci. 
pacity of Mediator. And yet it ſeems in that 

Capacity he had left his Sovereignty in the F 
ther's Hands. So that the Father is ſuppos'd ty 
have the Rights of Sovereignty devolv'd upon 
himſelf, at the ſame time as he is pretended 
to have devolv'd 'em on his Son; and that While 
he is in the place of Supreme Ruler, he hy 
quitted the Rule to the Son. Theſe things ſeen 
moſt repugnant to each other, as well as to 
Reaſon. And this is contrary to what the 77. 
| nitarians determine in their Syſtems ; for ther: 

Turret, the Queſtion, An Chriſtus ſolus jam dominetur i 

Compend. Eccle ſia, non vero Pater? is anſwer'd with a ni 

. I. gat ur contra Socinianos. | ; T 

5, Tis evident that this Authority, as given, 
is made the reaſon of the Son's Honour. Non 
if the Father's devolving the ſole Exerciſe 01 
the Son be the ground of Divine Worſhip «i 
Honour, then while the Father has not this , 
Exerciſe, nay has devoly'd his whole Right ol 
another, hath he not quitted this ground oi 
Divine Honour? And to ſay the truth, Mr. 
makes the Father's Gift to lie in diveſting hin- 
{elf of his Glory, ſo that he has /eſs Rule that 
he had, and yet the Son has no more than be- 

fore. This is to honour the Son, and not ti 
Euber, by ſuppoſing he has laid by the Grount 
of Divine Worſhip, and conferred it only 01 
his Sen, himſelf quitting the Exerciſe of ol 
ginal Power. : 
FA 6, Th 


A on Unitarian Principles. 

e 6. This ſuppos'd Oeconomy of Mr, B. carries 
eme in it many injurious Reflections upon the Ho- 
t 1, nour and Perfections of the bleſſed God. 
it ſuppoſes that 'tis a Happineſs for one Per- 


He Won to have all the Government in his hands, 
e of and to get the whole from the other wo; ſo 
brit that it ſeems *tis not ſo well for that one Per- 
C ſon, when the Father has his part again: for 


that 

. herefore when the Son gives up bis Kingdom, 
de reſigns a great Privilege of his Divine Na- 
upon ure, for to that Mr. B. ſuppoſes the Gift 
acel elongss. e 
hie We have ſometimes been told, by one of 
> hy Ir. B's Brethren, that Soczery in the Divine Na- 
ſcen ure is delicious, and a great Happineſs; and 
as to iierefore there are neceſſary Emanations of ſe- 


eral Perſons. But then how comes it to paſs, 
bat Society in Government is fo grievous, that 
ur ht ſhould be ſuch a Privilege for one of 'em to 
2 u Have the other's Rights coofer'd on him? | 

wy Sure that Society ſhould be as pleaſing in 
giv 2 vcrament, as in any thing elſe. And it ſhould 


> Tri 
there 


7 this ſole Exerciſe Mr. B. calls a Privilege, and 
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Nor e beſt for the three Perſons to rule alike, as 
iſe a bey did before Chriſt's Reward, and muſt do 
ip 0 ereafter; when Mr. B. ſays, All will revert to P. 23. 
is /a he natural Order, and then Father, Son, and Holy 
ht of 'hoſt, ſhall be join'ly concern'd in the Adminiſtras 
nd ofen of Government. If this be their natural Or- 
Mr. er, methinks this ſhould never be alter'd by a 
him. oluntary Diſpenſation, ſince the Divine Perſons 
e than Wit be ſuppos'd to have all Advantages and 
an be. cellencies naturally, in the moſt perfect man- 
ot th: er. It is unreaſonable to ſuppoſe that Jeſus 
Zr ound! hriſt can have this Power by any voluntary 


aly 01 
of ofl- 


maly, and by Nature; fo as that it ſhould 
5, Thi 


G 2 be 


ift, in a better manner than he had it ori- 
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be any Privilege to have their natural Order 


inverted. a : 
Beſides that *tis no Privilege to the „ 


who, Mr. B. ſays, has all Power originally, to have 
it now as a Truff for which he muſt be x. 
countable, Nay, it ſeems no Privilege any way 
to him, that the Father leaves the Adminiſtrz. 
tion to him, who had all before; any more tha 
*tis any Privilege to me, that another with. 


| draws, and leaves me to have all the Swnſhinety 


my ſelf, who had it all before, as much as I en 

have by his retiring, | 
Upon the whole, I cannot but lament to ſe 

how wofully the holy Chriſtian Religion is, h 


| ſuch invented Abſurdities as theſe,” expos'd 9 


the grievous Scorn of Infidels, while they ſe 
ſuch Schemes as this of Mr, B. (which inde 
is the Ground of his whole Argument) repre 


ſenting God, his Sor, and Spirit, not only as thre 


ſeveral Men for Diſtin&ion, but alſo as to thei 
Temper and way of Management; making en 
to parcel out the Divine Regimen, and one u 


devolve his part on the other, (as the 801 
at firſt leaves his Rights with the Father, { 


the Trinitarians) and then to recetve tn his tur 
the others part for a Reward and Gift; a 
then to give it back again, as at the laſt Dy 
the Son muſt. As if, like ambitious Mortal 
who furiouſly ſcramble for Dominion, and labou 
to undermine each other, it were ſo among ti 


three Perſons of the Godhead, that one ſhoull 


count himſelf raiſed to Honour and Privileg 
by the other's diveſting himſelf, and leaving dl 
to him. So that according to Mr. B's Scheit 
one may plainly ſee that it were more for tl 
Divine Glory and Happineſs, that there wel 
but one Perſon in God; ſince he would bt 


/ 


all the Privilege of ruling without a Space 


L on Unitarian Principles. 
r Competitor, (which no doubt is the real 
Erruth of all.) To ſuch ſad Deriſion do ſome 


Sold D:/poſers of God Almighty expoſe him, as 
have f they thought him (and had a mind to teach | 
20. t to others that he is) like to themſelves ! Are 
wa beſe the venerable Myſteries of Chriſtianity ? 
iſtr-WOf which I find not one word in Holy. Writ; 


Ind therefore they muſt anſwer for the Shame 
None to Chriſtianity hereby, who have dared by 
Huch ſtrain'd Artifices to diſtort and abuſe Holy 
Wcripture, that they may impoſe thoſe violent 

a bſurdities upon the Goſpel. . 8 
[ conclude then, that the Son of God being 
Wn inferior Being, is dignify'd by the Father as 
is Deputy, and ſo is honour'd ſubordinately 


ey Wy us; and then all Abſurdities are avoided. | | 
inder nother, and an inferior Being, may eaſily re- | 
rep eire from God, and have a dignifying Gift of | 
s thaßß porernment: for the Exerciſe of which, I al- 

ther Wow the Fulneſs of the Godhead in him does greatly 

1g en nable him. And thus it appears, that the Au- 

Ine u berity given for the Foundation of: his Honour, 

ne Sl a ſubordinate Power veſted in him as an in- 

er, f erior dependent Being, and ſubje& to the Fa- 

1s tage; and conſequently that the Worſhip re- 

; 0i8Wlting from it cannot be Divine, but inferior, 

ſt Da hatever ſtrain'd Evaſions Mr. B. ſo unhappily 

{ortadvances. 5 

laben Let me only add under this Head, that it 

0g r vill plaialy appear to be only an inferior Wor- 

00 


lip that Jeſus Chriſt claims by that Text, 


vi n 5, 22, 23. from Mr. B's own Argument, 


ving Which he brings to prove that the Devil claim'd 
Schewao more than inferior Worſhip from him on 
for 1WWhe Mountain, Mat. 4. Luke 4. 6. he ſays, The 
- - Devil only claim'd ſuch inferior Reſpect as was P. 134. 


due to one conſtituted a God over this lower World, 
Ir as one who had a Power over all the Kinz- 


| Share 
| G 3 doms 
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dorms of it delivered to him; ſo that he conl 
give it to whom he would. But how does be 
3 this? Why, 'tis merely from the Devil 

aying, All this Power is delivered to me. Non 
if the Words will prove that the Devil did not 
demand more than inferior Worſhip, then J an 
pretty ſure that our Lord Jeſus's Words muſt 
prove the ſame of him, that he intended 
to claim only ſuch inferior Honour, when he 
goes upon the ſame reaſon, viz. berauſe all Tudg: 
ment was committed to him, or delivered to bin: 
and withal he tells us from whom, viz. fron 
the Father, which the Devil does not there own, 
One may challenge Mr. B. to make his Argy- 
ment good here, without being forc'd to grant 
that it will afford a good Argument, to pron 
that the Worſhip ſpoken of by Jeſus Chriſt in 
that Text, is only inferior Worſhip ; ſince hi 
Words do more fully expreſs that, which Mr.3. 
in the Devil's caſe ſays, can only imply infe. 
rior Reſpect. Only whereas the Devil not only 
pretended to, more Power than he had right to, 
but had Impudence and Malice enough to de 
mand what was unreaſonable, even on that 
pretended Reaſon ; our Lord Jeſus on the cob. 
trary had a juſt Claim to his Dominion, and 
would ſeek no more Reſpect than is due to 
the Grounds on which he claims it. So that 
tho the Devil ſhou'd, and perhaps really did, 
require an unjuſt thing, and even vie with Gu 


himſelf; yet the Holy Jeſus would never It 
guilty of it. 


Having thus prov'd and clear d this Point, vis. 
That Jeſus Chriſt is an Object of inferior Worſhin, 
and conſequently that his being worſhipped does 
not prove him to be the moſt High God, 1 pro 
cecd to vindicatę it from Mr. Z's Exceptions 

(00 
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no as to what he objects againſt giving truly 
Divine Worſhip to him on the Unitarian Grounds, 
need not take notice, becauſe they deny ſuch 


ond 
'S he 
evils 


EG IE <A 3300000 


Now orſhip; yet that on their Principles he may have 
| not Maferior religious Worſhip, I think I may eaſily 
Ian uf ify againſt all his Objections, which may be re- 


muſt vcd to Two 


ended 


n be Vonour of God, to pay any kind of religious Worſhip 
ude- We ar Inhabitant of the inviſible World, but himſelf : 
him; WV hich is in effect to ſay, it is idolatrous to wor- 


ip the Man Jeſus Chriſt, tho with inferior reli- 
710us Homage. | 8 


from 


OWn, Eu | - 
Argo. 2, That on the Unitarian Principles, both 
grant RP «pits and Pagans may juſtify their Worſhip of 
pro Creatures, from any Charge of Idolatry. Theſe 
iſt in ' Objections I hope fully to ſilence, as going 
ce his pon miſtaken Grounds. Et 

Ar. 3 Firſt, he ſays, It entrenches upon the incom- 
infe- unicable Honour of God, to worſhip any one 


] Iſe (even Jeſus Chriſt, if not the Supreme God) 


oll | * . e 
| ith any religious Worſhip, tho inferior. This 


ht to, 


o de deny. And here he gives us a very lame No- 
that ion of Religious Worſhip, as oppos'd to Civil: By 
con- eligious Worſhip, ſays he, I underſtand ſuch Wor- 

and 5% as the Religion we profeſs directs us to pay to ſome 

ae to i "20itant of the inviſible World. But why does he 
that ay, to [ome Inhabitant of the Inviſible World, when 

did e denies that our Religion directs us to pay 

1 Gil orſhip to any other of thoſe Inhabitants, bur 


od alone? He might more clearly have ſaid, he 
eans fuch Worſhip as our Religion directs us 
o Pay unto God. And if this be his Notion of 
Neligious Worſhip, 'tis nothing to the purpoſe 
0 ſay, that this is all appropriated to God; for 


er be 


5 vis. 


hip, 


does Ar. E. never pretended any ſuch Divine Wor— 
| pro- Up to be given to any other, but only a different 
ions: Mind of ſubordinate Reſpect. Bur if Mr. B's 


tho 4 ä 


1. ſays, That it entrenches on the peculiar 


, 
f 
£ 
{ 
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4 
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Meaning/ be, that there muſt be nothing of ani 
external Semblance or Likeneſs in our very bo 
dily Poſtures or Words, when we ſhew our Rk: 
{peas to Men, to what we uſe in our Worſhhl 
of God; *tis a very weak Aſſertion, contradigM 
by the allow'd Examples of good Men, who hai 
bowed their Bodies to Angels and Men to, Mii 
much lower than now is uſed in the Worſhip d 
God. No difference may be perceiv'd in the out. 
ward Ad, tho there be enough manifeſt fron 
the known difference of the Object, as Mr. 
himſelf confeſſes, p. 125. 8 11 
Mr. E. had ſhown, that ſome ſach Worſhip 
(that is, ſuch in the general Sound and Senſe 0 
the Letter) is aſcrib'd to the Lamb lain, i. e. th 
Human Nature of Chriſt, as to God. The Wort 
Rev. 5. are the ſame, Bleſſing, Honour, Glory to the Lani, ii 
13+ and to him that ſits on the Throne: And yet h 
| Lamb ſtanding among the Elders before the mill 
Ver. 6. of the Throne, and God repreſented as ſictim «Mil 
. the Throne of Majeſty, made a ſenſible different 
of the two Objects, enough to diſtinguiſh th 
Nature of the Worſhip or Praiſe; as Mr. B. ſup 
1 Chron, poſes in the Inſtance of the Peoples bowing thut 
29. 20. Heads, and worſhipping God and the King (David) 
| Mr. B. ſuppoles the People firſt bow'd to God, 
and then faced about, and made another Boy 
to the King; but the Text takes no ſuch Care 
to make that Diſtinction. And it may be anv 
ther will think it as reaſonable to ſay, The An- 
gels firſt made their Acknowledgments to Gol 
on the Throne, and then did ir again diſtinQ! 
to the Lamb. However, here was no danger d 
miſtaking this latter for more than a ſubordinitt 
Worſhip. Aud for his demanding what Inſta 
ces the Author can give of ſuch Doxologies being tut! 
apply'd to ordinary Men or the higheſt Angel; tl 
a poor and vaia Flouriſh, when he * th 
Tt: | | Dl 
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; on Unitarian Principles. 
f at : Taitarians give Honour to Jeſus Chriſt on 
ry bo. rounds proper to him only, Who alone is ex- 


r Re Mic ed to be Mediator and Head. 5; VF 
(hin 1 come now directly to oppoſe his Aſſertion, 
dice iy ſnewing that all Religious Worſhip is not appro- 
ha priated to God alone, as his Peculiar. He affirms 
tog r to be ſo, both in the Nature of the Worſhip, 
hip ood by the Teſtimony of the Scriptures. I deny 
e out. oth. | ; | | 
fron Firſt, Tis not ſo in the Nature of the thing 
Ar.) t ſelf; for all Religions Worſhip is not Divine 
worſhip (as Mr. B. aſſerts) nor does it ſuppoſe 
2r(hinWefnice Per fections in its Object. Then indeed 
nſe al Religions Worſhip of any but God, would be 


e. the 
Word 
Lan, 


Idolatry, or Supreme Worſhip given to an undue 


allows that there is inferior Worſhip, which is 


et te not /dolatry, but Superſtition only; becauſe tho 
midi it be Religious Worſhip, yet it is not in its Na- 
tine ture troly Divine, And indeed if there be ſuch 
erena a thing as inferior Worſhip in its very Nature, it is 
ſh th ſo far from being appropriate to God, that it 
p, ſuß agrees not to him at all. He would be affronted 


r they 
avid), can be no ſuch thing as Inferior, no Religious 
Goch Worſhip, which is not Supreme and Divine. 
r B. Let us examine his Reaſons. 1 

Cue All fuch Worſhip, ſays he, ſuppoſes the Being to 
> an0-BN 7-07: we pay it, to have ſuch unlimited Perfections of 
qe A. Anvowledge, Power, Preſence, &c. as belong to none 


» God t God. This 1 juſtly deny; for Jeſus Chriſt 


tinahßg may have Knowledge and Power enough to an- 
iger ol ſwer my Occaſions, without being infinite there- 
dinate 1. And Mr, B. can never make it out that this 


Into ſhould be the Reaſon, on which St. John's Wor- 
10 en ſhip was refus'd by the Angel, as injurious to God, 


I; "is *0 whom alone it was due, as he ſpeaks, p. 140. 
ws ty Nor could this be the Reaſon why Jeſus Chriſt 
Ua | EY tefus'd 


by ſuch mean Reſpects. But with Mr. B. there 


8 5 
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Object: whereas his great Friend Dr. Whitby . p. 230. 


p. 129. 


P. 126, 


which Mr. B. endeavours to prove his Point) 


in them, than is in an ordinary Man to whon 


Nature of it? or any of that Idolatry, which 


on what reaſon ſoever the Angel diſcouragel 


Object to be of infinite Perfections; for his Inſtat- 


receive Worſhip, as might be ſuppos'd in the 
Worſhip of one abſent. ; 


: I 40.1, Py 


— 


Ohe Warſbip of Jeſus Criſt 
refag'd to worſhip the Devil, when talking wit 
him viſibly, Luke 4. (which yet is the Text fro 


Will he pretend that the Angel could not hey 
St. John, nor do him any Office of Favour; ng 
the Devil know of Chriſt's Worſhip, withoy 
being ſuppos'd to have unlimited Per fectionz 
Would not leſs than Omniſcience and Omnipre. 
Tence ſerve the turn? ſince it required no mon 


we ſpeak or bow. Is this Divine Worſhip in th 


he ſays, is founded in the Nature of things, and not 
only on the Command? So that he muſt find ou 
ſome other Reaſon, than from the Nature of the 
thing, before he can condemn all Religious Wor. 
ſhip given to another beſides God, as idolatrons 
or ſinful, from ſuch Inſtances of Scripture : for 


John, and Jeſus Chriſt the Devil, tis certaid'ti 
not on Mr. B's Ground as tho it ſuppos'd th: 


ces make all agaiaſt him and the Reaſon he goes 
on, becauſe they all relate to Perſons preſent, 
which ſuppoſes no ſuch Perfections in them to 


Nay, I truly think, from St. John's Worſhip 
of the Angel, that it appears, there may be 4 
Religious Worſhip of an Inhabitant of Heaven, 
which is not Divine in its Nature, nor Idolatrous: 
Elſe if all ſuch Worſhip be ſo, it makes St. Job 
the Divine to be a grievous [dolater, and that 
twice for Mr. B. ſuppoſes that he offered to tic 
Angel what was appropriate to God, and to his 
Injury, which he judges to be Idolatry. 80 then 
I don't ſee but St. John fell as grievouſly as Peter, 
who deny'd his Lord thrice, and the other _ 

| We; mitte 
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g witz tted Idolatry twice (if it was real Matter of 
front, but however it ſhews John's Inclination.) 
int) nis is ſtrange, that fo long after he had receiv'd 
t ben be Holy Ghoſt; and been a confirm'd antient 4. 
5 0%, he ſhould not know what was Idolatry in 
thou ic Nature of the Thing, or by God's Com- 
tions and; nor yet perceive it, after he had been 
Olpre- nce warn'd by the Angel: I believe rather that 


mon e ſinn'd not at all, as Mr. B. ſuppoſes, and that 


whon ne Angel refus'd the Honour on another ſcore; 

in ten Apoſtle being not much inferior or unlike in 

v ich Farce to an Angel. The Angel's Reaſon is, Tam 

id not , Fellow-Servant, and. of thy Brethren, that have 

tn Wie eſtimony of Feſus. juſt ſo St. Peter refus'd 

f the ne Honour from Cornelius, not becauſe it was 
Wor-BWH;vine, but, ſays Mr. Baxter, it was unmeet for Paraphy. 
atrous ggg: humble Man to own it. Had St. John thought on Acts 10, 
: for BW: Angel refus'd it from the Sinfulneſs of the 26. 
raged Rg, he had never offer'd it ſo ſoon again, as 


2 > Fa* 
10 ts Ned. 22. | 


d the And I may add, That if this Apoſtle did, after 
mien In writing his Epiſtles, thus think that ſome Re- 
oe ioions Worſhip might be given to an Angel when 
lent, EPreſent, then he never intended to forbid ſuch 


2M t0 


MO orſhip (conſequently not all Worſhip of others 
1 the 


Wclides God) in his Caution, Keep your ſelves from 
aols tho to worſhip Angels, when not preſent, 


r ſhip ay yet be inexcuſable. | * 
be 4 The like 1 argue from the Worſhip, which 
avem ar Lord Jeſus received when on Earth, as a Pro- 
bobs: bet. Mr. B. brings this as a Proof of his Deity : 
Tow If, ſays he, he were not truly God, he ſhould in all P. 125. 
2 


eaſon have been as tender (as the Angel) of the 


0 the Divine Honour, in refuſing all external Acts that 
LO bis WW /oked like religious Homage. p 
then Now Mr. B. muſt by this intend, that Chriſt 
RY receiv'd this on the account of his being God, and 
COM- 


nd ſo as Divine Worſhip; elſe it cannot prove him 
1 | 8 | | 


10 


ſhip him as a Prophet, and fo as holy Meſſengen 


Matth. 19. young, Man, who gave him only the Tiele of Gul 


moſt High God, (tho the Trinitarians ſay he wa 


of his Deity? And did it not more apparent} 


then have borne it, to be made an Idol by then, 


a Attribute. 


if either Jeſus Chriſt or the Angel looked on i 


of the Warſhip of Jeſus if, 


to be God, by receiving it. I would then 2 
him whether this Worſhip was given by the Wy, 
ſhippers with any ſuch Intent: I believe he i 
not ſay they intended it otherwiſe than to wy, 


of God us'd to be reverenc'd : If not ſo, then! 
muſt have been Idolatry in them, to give Gd 
Honour, or what in the Nature of the thing yz 
Divine Worſhip, to one whom they judg'd ng 
to be God. And would the Bleſſed Jeſus han 
been ſo little tender of the Divine Honour, as qui 
etly to receive idolatrous Worſhip, and not te 
prove em? We are told, that he rebuked th 


Maſter, while he did not judge him to be th 


really ſo incognito.) If it were really ſo, then iti 
moſt ſtrange that he could from time to time 
ſuffer Men to worſhip him (nay even the ſar! 
young Man) and yet ſhew no diſlike, Was nt 
giving him Religions Worſhip (according to 
Mr. B.) a more direct and undoubted Proclamatiol 


carry with it an Aſcription of Divine Glory to 
him, than barely to ſay Good Maſter? Would be 


by undue Worſhip ? Be ſure he that refuſed tis 
Semblance of a Divine Title, would much more 
have done the ſame by Divine Worſhip ; tio tit 
Offerers no more intended it for ſuch, than ht 
who gave that Title did intend it for a Divine 


No, no, our Lord Jeſus took it as the Wor- 
ſhippers gave it, viz, for an inferior Religious 
Worſhip, or moral Reverence due to him, witt- 
out any regard to his (ſuppos'd) Deity. Na), 


as Divine Worſhip in its very Nature, how _ 
. they 
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1en z ey to be fo calm ? We find how ſuch a Buſineſs 

e Wo ihis'd the Indignation of Paul and Silas; They rent Acts 14. 
he zin. : Clothes, &c. Had not Jeſus Chriſt nor the 13. 14% 
0 Vagel any of this Tenderneſe for the Divine Ho- 
lengen Pur? Or rather they had not ſuch a Provoca- 

then ion. | | 

e Gul, Thus I conceive Mr. B*s Notion appears moſt 

og w lſe, in aſſerting all Religious Worſhip given to 

-d no: iy Inhabitant of the inviſible World, or to any 

s han her but God, to be Divine in its own: Nature. 

as qu nd tho: his Definition of Religious Worſhip li- 

not ro. Wits it to any other Inhabitant of the Invi ſible 

ed the orld, yet *tis plain in his Proofs, he extends 

f Ce Caſe to all Religious Worſhip of others 


be te lſo. 


he wa To bring the matter nearer, let us inquire, 
en iti bother his Argument will hold in reference to 
» tine he Worſhip of ſuch Inhabitants of the inviſible 
e ſon or1d, as are abſent from us; whether all Wor- 
as no hip of any ſuch, beſides God, does in the Nature 
og uf it aſcribe infinite Perfection to its Object. 
nation his alſo I deny, becauſe it is poſſible another be- 
rently des God may know and do as much,. as ſuch Wor- 
2ry u hip may imply, tho his Perfe&ions be not equal 
ald he o thoſe of the ſupreme Being. And this is what 


then, Ws really ſuppos'd in Jeſus Chriſt. It does not 


ed the Wneceflarily ſuppoſe Infinite Omniſcience to know 
more M(ſome way or other) all that paſſes in this little 
10 the Spot of Earth. | 
jan he It muſt be granted that Jeſus Chriſt, as a Me- 


diator of Worſhip, is as really ſuppoſed to know 
our Prayers and Wants, as when he is an Object 


Divine 


Wor- of it, (and | hope, that as Man he does mediate 
igious and intercede, and is our Agent.) Dr. Whitby tells 
with- us, what is imply'd in being our Advocate with 
Nay, Cod: Speaking of the Rowiſh Practice of praying 
| on it BW Angels and Saints, as Advocates for Men, be 
come I 135, tis built on this Suppoſition, That they 
they know 


T Of the Worſhip of Jeſus, Chriſt, 


Idol. S. know our Prayers and Hopes; for, ſays he, yy 
5. 180. noms not that to be our Advocate, 1s to commu| 
our Cauſe to God, and to intreat that our Deſire; ; 
granted? And who knows not that our Cauſe canm 

be commended, nor our Deſires repreſented, till they j 

, firſt underſtood ? Since then Jeſus Chriſt is oy 
John 16. Advocate with the Father, and intreats for y 
Eieb . 2. it muſt be ſaid, that he knows our Caſe ſon 
725 may; and ſure tis not in his Divine Nature h 
prays to the Father, (ſuppoſing ſuch an one.) Day 

the ſupreme Divine Nature pray to any? Or dos 

God Almighty in one Mode intercede with hin, 

ſelf in another? If then the Man Jeſus Chriſt doe 

YT iatreat for us, if he be our Advocate, and tha 
Heb. 9. 24. for this end he is enter'd into Heaven, (whict 
only can belong to his Human Nature; for if |: 

had a Divine one, that was as much there he. 

fore) then in all reaſon, this Man Jeſus Chril 

muſt know our Caſe before he plead it, and in 

that ſame Nature which pleads.it. God, who 

has exalted him to that Office, has ſome way or 

other capacitated him for it: and this is a ſuf. 

cient Ground for worſhipping him as Mediata 

tho it be far from implying him to be equal in 
Perfections to that God with whom he inter cede, 

and conſequently is no Ground for truly Divin 
Worſhip. EW | 

To this forcible Argument, Mr. B. ſeems ata 

loſs what to anſwer, by his ſaying, That tis ſuf: 

ficient that his Divine Nature diſcerns our Diſtreſ 

ſes; and the Remembrance of his own Sufferings n 

our Nature, renders him a compaſſionate Interceſſo. 

But what is this to the purpoſe? The Queition 

is, how his Human Nature can ſympathize with, 

or ingercede for us, without knowing all out 
Caſes ? To this he ſays, Tis ſufficient the Dewi? 

Nature knows. What! is this ſufficient to ma 

the Human Nature know? Does not he ſay, that 
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e, ,, was ignorant of what the Divine Nature 
nn, in the matter of the Judgment Day ? 
res e that 'tis no way ſufficient, to ſay the Di- 
cam :c Nature knows all our Diſtreſſes, unleſs the 
they Human know it alſo (which does not follow from 
is due Divine Nature's knowing it) becauſe to in- 


or U rcede is an Act of the: Human Nature and Un- 


ſomerſtanding. Or does he mean, that *tis ſuffi- 
re lent to render the Human Nature capable of 
Do tercefiion, that the Divine Nature knows our 
r door Ea ſes, tho it ſelf that muſt act in it, knows 
him. m not? This is to ſay, that the Man Jeſus 
t doe riſk intercedes for he knows not what, nor 
| tht Wo; and is a compaſſionate Advocate in a 
which aſe he never heard of; and asks for he knows 
if hot what of his Father on their behalf, as not 
e be. nowing what they need. Is this the encourag- 
brit g Account, which the Scripture gives us of our 
1d in WWompaſſionate High Prieſt? An Angel or Saint 
who Wan intercede thus in general. 

ay of WA Therefore in the next words he is forc'd to 
lufi- BW pnoſe the Divine Nature may communicate to the 
Lato, man the Knowledge of our particular Caſes. And 
14] 1 Mopes to get off by adding, That tho we ſhould 
ede om ſuc h Knowledge to be communicated to his 


vine uman Nature, by Revelation from his Divine, yet 


don't ſee that this would prove an univerſal Know- 


at 1 age, &c. Now the allowing this Suppoſition, 
3 ſuf: ill ſerve Mr. E's purpoſe: Tor not to diſpute, 
tre/- ether this Knowledge of all Chriſtians parti- 
75 11 ular Caſes, may be call'd univerſal, ſince it 
%. rtends to al, and even implies the Know- 


ſtion 
vith, 

out 
ivint 
make 
that 


this 


edge of their Hearts, elſe little or nothing 
her this be not as much as the Scripture aſ- 
ribes to Jeſus Chriſt; yet I hope Mr. B. may 
te that this Knowledge by Revelation of our 


to 


f their Caſe is truly known at all; nor whe= 


ales in particular, is however enough for us 


0 


than that he knows our Caſes and our Prayer; 


which he may be qualify'd to know our Addreſ. 


| God alone; I can make it appear, from tht 


Idolat. of 


the Rom. 


Church, 
P. 223. 


Divine Perfections; ſince without ſuch Perfe. 


proof that the antient Fathers, 3» the pur 


ſhip is limited to God only, it not being fo in 


( the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, 
to ground our Worſhip and Addreſſes up 
tho we do not ſuppoſe him omniſcient or on; 
preſent, as God is. For what greater Knowledg, 
I wonder, does Prayer to him as Mediator ſuppoſ 


And if the Human Nature may know this 
Revelation, then the making him an Objet g 
Worſhip does not imply him to be the Szprem 
and Infinite God, as Mr. B. pretends. Thus his 
Reaſon is utterly loſt, by which he would pros: 
the Religious Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt to be i, 
its Nature truly Divine, as implying Infinite 


tions, here 1s a way ſuppos'd by himſelf, in 


ſes, as much as is needful for juſtifying us i 
offering them to him. 
And whereas he refers us' to Dr. Whitby for 


Ages, did diſclaim all Religious Worſhip of any bu 


very Learned Doctor's own Words (with what 
Conſiſtency I heed not) that the chief of then, 
whom he inſtances in, did expreſly deny at the 
ſame time, that ever they gave equal Honour 
to Jeſus Chriſt, and to God his Father ; and alb 
that the Worſhip of Chriſt depended plainly on 
the Father's Grant of Honour to him: which be. 
cauſe the Pagan Demons could not juſtly pre 
tend to, their Worſhip was for that very ra 
fon condemn'd by Chriſtians. 

2, Let us in the next place ſee if he cat 
prove by Scripture Teſtimony, that all religiou 
Worſhip is appropriate to God, ſo as that no other 
can be capable of ſo much as inferior Worſhip. 
If Mr. B. can maintain this (tho he has cel 
tainly miſtaken the ground on which ſuch Wol- 
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ts Nature, yet) this ſhall be enough to decide 
he Cauſe with me, who defire to walk ex- 
Aly by the Scripture-Rule, and only reject thoſe 
initarian Opinions, which I think the Goſpel 
ever aſſerts; but magiſterial Men wou'd ſhew 
heir Dominion over our Faith, in impoſing em 
pon us. 
| he proof from Scripture (beſides ſuch In- 
ances of Peter's refuſing the Worſhip of Cor- 
elius, and the Angel that of John, the Vanity 
Dod Weakneſs of which I have already ſhewn) 
hat he inſiſts on, is our Lord's Reply to Satan, 
Thou (halt worſhip the Lord thy God, and him only Luk.4.10, 
halt thou ſerve. Whence Mr. B. concludes, that 
ur Saviour has determin'd it, that no religious 
orſhip is to be given to any but God; and 
e adds, That the Devil did not claim Divine P. 124. 
Worſhip,. but ſuch an inferior Reſpe& which 
was due to one conſtituted a God over this 
lower World ; yea, a relative Worſhip, . which 
ultimately refer'd to the Honour of the Giver, 
Luke 4. 6. But adds he, Our Saviour rejects 
his Demand, not by denying the Devil's pre- 
tence to ſuch Power, but by telling him he 
demanded what was God's incommunicable 
Right, and what he could not claim, had his 
Pretenſions been never ſo true. And that 
Jeſus Chriſt gave a weak Anſwer, and the 
Devil was a weaker Diſputant to take it, if 
that Text only denied Supreme Worſhip to be 
given to any other than God, and not all 
Worſhip. : | 8 „ 
Here he thinks he has gain'd the Victory, 
nd is ready to triumph; but may receive ſome 
heck, if he conſider how weak the Foundations 
his Arguments are. For, 
1. It cannot be deny'd, that the Precept re- 
ited by Chriſt is to be taken under ſome Li- 
I H mitation > 


- 


mitation; and that it does not forbid all wy, 
ner of Worſhip or Homage whatever, to 6thd 
than God. For then no Homage might be xi 
to any Prince or Parent, which is Civil Worſhip 
yea and religious too, as tis given on a religion 
Account, from Conſcience toward God, and fe. 
verence to his Image and Authority, which Mz 
giſtrates bear. Nor would Jeſus Chriſt have 1. 
ceiv'd this Worſhip of Proftration (for that yy 
all that was in diſpute) from ſuch as reſpete 
him only as a Prophet, if it was not lawful t 
give to any but God ſuch religious Homag 
Beſides, 'tis plain, the Jews never thought Pry. 
ſtration to a Man, nor to an Angel, to bes 
gainſt this Law: and ſince the Devil require, 
and Chriſt pleads againſt bare Proſtration, o 
only falling down before .him, it follows thati 
it be lawful to bow or fall proſtrate before an 
other than God, viz. Man or Angel, then it! 
certain Jeſus Chriſt did not mean, by. repeating 
this Command, to forbid this very Act of Wor. 
ſhip to all others but God; which yet he did for 
bid to the Devil. It was a reaſon againſt wor 
ſhipping him, on ſome ſpecial Ground, which 
might not reach to all others, to whom it my 
be allowed to fall down, and do homage, as ti 
ſuperior Powers in Subordination to God: 0 
elſe it muſt relate only to ſupreme Divine He 
mage and Adoration, and not to all inferiv 
Worſhip. Y . 

2, Well then, ſince Mr. B. cannot ſay, thi 
all Proſtration to another but God is here for 
bidden, it is requiſite that we inquire what fort 
of Worſhip the Devil might iotend by it, and 
which our Lord intimates to have been for 
bidden in that Law which he cites; that #0 
we may ſee what Limitations are to be g1vi 
To It. : | | ; " 


Of the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, = 


Of the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, 

worſhip'd when abſent, or in ſome Idol Tem 
it might have lookt more like Religious 2 
ſhip; but he only ſeeks Worſhip when preſent; 
and making a pompous ſhew of his Grandeur! 

I think this looks very like C5vil Worſhip, ' 
But if Mr. B. will have it to be inferior Re. 
ligious Worſhip, then 1 ſay it was at leaſt ul 
timate Worſhip, ſuch as no way was in Subordi 
nation or Reference to God, on whom all Wer. 
ſhip ought to terminate ultimately, or *tis ſin 
fol. For the Devil ſets up in oppoſition,” not ii 
ſubordination to God, and was fo conſider'd by 
our Lord Jeſus; and 1 utterly deny that h 
ever pretended to ſuch Worſhip as ſhould uli 
mately refer to God as the Giver. | For he new 
ſays one word, that God was the Giver of hi 
Dominion, or bad conſtituted him a God over th 
Werld, as Mr. B. pretends. Much leſs do I be 
lieve, "(ſuppoſing Jeſus Chriſt had ſo underſtod 
bim) that our Lord did+ not in his Anſuet 
intend to deny ſuch a falfe Pretence, To ſup 
Poſe the Devil has a ſubordinate Dominion ug! 
der God, relative to him as the Giver, is t 
ſuppoſe an orderly Agreement between God ai 
the Devil. But what Communion has Light * 
Darkneſs ? What' Fellowſhip bath Righteouſneſs wil 
Unrighteouſneſs ? Our Lord muſt never be- ſap 
pogd not to have deny'd this, in his Anſve. 
Nor does he any way inſinuate, that had thi 
Pretence of a juſt ſubordinate Authority bern 
true; yet no Homage could be given him it 
Subordination to God, without intrenching 01 
God's incommunicable Right. All this is ut 
_ warrantably feign'd by Mr. B. and not expreſl 
or imply'd in Chriſt's Words. His Anſwer vez 
Thou ſhal: worſhin God: q. d. I am bound by thi 
Law to ds Homage to the God of Iſrael, ail 
therefore muſt not do it to thee his — 
REW)) 
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Lnemy, which "would be a Breach of my Alle- 
iatice to God. And only him ſhalt thou ſerve ; 


— 


1 

1 

' 

ith 

5 
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mi 
or: 


eſent . . J muſt be under no Government but his 
deu d therefore 1 will not own thine, which would 
p. Nea Revolt from him whoſe Subject I am. 1 
# ge bink this is a very fair and natural Senſe of 
is Words; or Thus, 9.4. All Worſhip muſt ul- 
ord; imately relate to God, who is the only Foun- 
Wor. in of Honour and Power, and he only muſt 
is ſn e the End of all Worſhip. Therefore Pn give 
1ot uo Homage of which he cannot be the End, 
rd nd in which be is not acknowledg'd nor ho- 
ut! 00 
1 18 Now ſuppoſitg this to be the Caſe, then the 
eye ords, Then ſhalt worſhip the Lord, and him 
of n) ſhalt ſerve, are only Spoken in oppoſition 
ver M Enemies, aud will only exclude from Wor⸗ 
» Ide ip, or all fort of Homage, any Uſurper and 
rſt ppoſer of God, tha has no Authority from 
Inſne im, and whoſe Wor ſfüp can have no relation 
o ſup him at all: ſo that there is good Conſe- 
on u ence in this, Thou ſpalt worſhip God only, as 
„ne ultimate Obje& of all Worſhip and Ho- 
od a our; and therefore thou ſhalt not do Homage 
„e mie bis Enemf and Rival, becauſe. tho in other 
efs wil ubordinate Wotſhip, God is relatively and ul- 
he fü ivately worſhip'd in the Worſhip of his au- 
Iuſwe boriz'd Subſtitüte, yet this Worſhip of à de- 
ad ti lar'd Enemy bas no relation to him, and cat 
ty bene way be reduc'd to this Head of worſhipping 
bim uod, as the other may. He that honours the 
hing or Servant, honours him who {ent him; but 
is uu does not he, who does honour to an open Foe; 
cprebi nd therefore Chriff rejeds- it, by proving that 
er wü muff whey and ſerve God, which is all that 
46% ud added the word only afterwards, which the © 
avond MF angeliſt in groſs repeats) for the Obligation 
E.ne\) ll | 3 H 3 to 


# 
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to ſerve God, as his Subjects, is reaſon enoygy 
upon which to refuſe: doing Homage to an En, 
my. And indeed our Lord does not ſay, hin 
only ſhalt thou worſhip, but him only ſhalt thy 
ſerve, teaching us that there the ſtreſs of th 
Conteſt lay, and that what the Devil requir{ 
was not ſo much a ſacred devout Adoration, y 
a doing Service to him as à Subject, or owni 
| his Government and Dominion, as God of t 
World, by a Token of SubjeQion that was con. 
mon in the World: whereas we mult only ſer 
God, i. e. ultimately, whether immediately or re 
latively ; and therefore may not perform Hy 
mage to his Adverſary, as Chriſt teaches u. 
Since there is no juſt Power, but that whig 
is from God, not what is oppoſite to him. 
4. Yet I muſt confeſs, that when I look is 
to Deut. 6. 13, 14. whence the Words of Chril 
are ſaid to be taken, thy Context ſeems to it 
timate, that the Precept refers to Divine Wor 
ſhip, becauſe the words following are, Ye ſhal un 
£0 after other Gods, the Gods of the People. And 
then *tis no wonder if Chriſt refus'd the Del 
Divine Worſhip, upon the Warrant of this Text; 
teaching us to do the ſame, when yet ſome in 
ferior Worſhip may be due to himſelf as on: 
under God. Nor do I ſee any weight in Mr. N 
Objection, viz. That the Devil could not de. 
mand ſuch Supreme Worſhip ; ſince we know be 
has always proudly and wickedly aſpired to nud 
God, and to be in the place of_the moſt High: 
and tho his ſaying, All this is delivered to m, 
may ſeem to imply his owning a Superior Power, 
which makes his Claim to Supreme Honour ver 
vnreaſonable; yet who need wonder if the De- 
vil deſires an unreaſonable thing? Mr. B. ſeems 
to rely too much upon the Devils Modeſty ll 
this matter, which 1 am very prone to call il 
EL. OO „ — queſtion; 
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none egion; and I doubt it will puzzle Mr, B. to 

Es ; _ it in another reſpect, in this very Af- 
» Vin: of Chriſt's Temptation: for ſince the Goſpel 
ls us, the Devils knew who Jeſus Chriſt was, Mark r. 
tf bat an unaccountable thing was it in them hs Fs 
quires go about to tempt Jeſus Chriſt to ſin, if in.““ 4. 
on, ed they knew him to be their Infinite God? 
Wing 11d they be ſo fooliſh as to think to over- 
of me and baffle God? Nay, could they be ſo 
co. oli as to hope to entice God to worſhip the 
en evil, tho with inferior Worſhip ? This Mr. B. 
or wg ppoſes without difficulty; and cannot he then 
1 Ho ppoſe the Devil to be ſo unreaſonable as to 
es u wand more than his real due? Nay, let me 
whid Wy, that to tempt God to fin, was a fooliſh im- 
. ſible Attempt, that could no way gratify the 
ok i- evi: and therefore ſome will conclude, that 
Chrit Wo they knew him indeed, yet they knew him 

to iet to be God, elſe they had not done ſo fooliſh - 

Wor-W thing. But as to ſuch an unreaſonable De- 
hal and of Supreme Worſhip, tho it was unjuſt 

And nd not at all the more unlikely for that) yet 
Devi might be deem'd poſſible, and very gratify- 

Text, e to his Pride, and therefore *tis not ſtrange 
me ll he ſought it without Reaſon or Modeſty. 
2S ole As for the Phraſe of all being delivered ro him, 
Ar. N may poſſibly denote only the Effect, that he 
ot de Had it in poſſeſſion, rather than the manner of 
ow ic is gaining it; for he mentions no Author or 
o 710d iver, nor takes the leaſt notice of receiving it 
High: om God: ſo that he rather intends by that 
to n rpreſſion, that the Kingdoms of the World 
?ower, gad delivered or yielded themſelves into his 
r ver) and as their Ruler; of which he pretends an 
he De- Hbſolute independent Power to diſpoſe, as he 

ſcems leaſes, to whom he will. | 
% So that Mr. B. grounds his Argument againſt 
call 11 be Deyil's claiming Divine Worſhip from Chriſt, 
tion; H 4 8 on 


| = 
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on a weak ſurmiſe; for the Devil ſeems far fron WM 
intending a relative Worſhip, that ſhould ult. 
mately refer to God the Giver, as he pretend, 
And (as was already hinted) I ſay again, tha 
if the Devil's owning that all was deliver'd u 
him from God (ſuppokng that) will prove that 
he could not juſtly (tho he might neverthele< 
unreaſonably) claim Divine Worſhip ; then ith 
very evident on the ſame ground, that whe 
Jeſus Chriſt owns all his Authority was give 
him, (and that by his Father expreſly) neither 
could he claim ſuch Worſhip on that ground, 
John F. 22, 23. But if Jeſus Chriſt might je 
require Divine Worſhip, notwithſtanding ſud 
Expreſſions, then Mr. B. has no reaſon to { 
poſe it inconſiſtent with the Devil's Claim u 
the ſame, This ſeems unanſwerable by Mr.]. 
who ſuppoſes Divine Adoration to be requirl 
for Jeſus Chriſt in that Text, tho againſt Re 
__ | ; 

If it be ſaid, how could the Devil pretend u 
ſupreme Worſhip, if not to ſubordinate Rel 
gious Worſhip? I anſwer, both are unreaſoy 
able, but yet he does certainly aſpire to that &. 
preme or Abſolute Dominion, which is a Four 
dation of the former, but never to that Sandy 

of Perſon or Office, which is the Ground of tit 
WR... 5 

So then if the Devil did aſpire at Supreqe 
or Abſolute Worſhip, then our Lord's deny 
that to him, or any but God, is no Argument 

againſt the Lawfulneſs of inferior religious Wor: 
See Limb. ſhip to another than God; and the Reaſon whid 
_ he went on, imply'd in the Command, will 0 
2 Vol „ relate neceſſarily to any Worſhip, but that whic 
Engl. be applies it to there. Therefore we may ret cot 
p. 529. tent with Mr. Baxter's judicious and wary Coll 
ment on the Text, who ſays, that the ml 

+ * 1 | IL 
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fron n [only] thou ſhalt ſerve, exclude other Gods, 
alt a Competitors and Oppoſites, but not others 
tend, ordinate to God. To worſhip the Devil in 
, th ompetition with God, if he ſought Divine 
rd u orſhipz or in oppoſition to, or independently 
e thun him (as all Homage done to an open Enem 

chele( RE) tho it were by inferior Homage; is again 

n ith e Text and Precept, which makes God alone 
when We Object of Supreme, and the ultimate Object 
gie f 2 Worſhip whatever. + - 
either i And thus Dr. Owen himſelf againſt Mr. Biddle, 
round WA 140. ſays, Where it is ſaid, God only is to be 
ht yer hip d, tho it do not exclude all others from any 
g ſu rd of Morſbip, but that they may have what is due 
o fü hem by God's Appointment, from their Excel- 
im U ence and Preheminence; yet it. does. abſolutely ex- 
Mr, e ar from being worſhip'd with Divine Worſhip. 

quit 5. After all the reſt, I might anſwer in ſhort, 
t Rev bat if the words cited by our Lord were pre- 


tended to prohibit all religiaus Worſhip what- 
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end u ſoever of any beſides God, yet it was a mere 
Bel poſitive Command, and might be neceſſary, when 
eaſol God had not as yet exalted a Mediator. For 
at this was before he had given Jeſus Chriſt 4 
Foul Name above every Name, to which all are to bow, 
anllin as a Reward of his Sufferings. But now that 


x 


by a new Law requir'd, that we honour and 


prent 


do Homage not only to God, but to his only 


God has made bim bath Lord and Chriſt, he has Ads 2. 36. 


enying A #:10ved Sor alſo z for every new Dominion and 
ument WW Authority requires a ſutable Homage and Ho- 


Wol- nour from all under it. 
which And yet here is nothin 


contradictory to the 


11 not i firſt Command in all this; for this is not to ſet up 
which another Infinite God, or to make any other Per- 
ſt cou-B foo God, bat the one Self-exiſtegt Ze; tis only ag 
Com · ¶ acknowledgment of his Miniſter and Son, for we 
* have one God, and one Lord beſides. The Unitars- Eph. 4- 


ans 


Pr 4 
0 
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They can never hearken to them, who inſtead 


firſt Command, that they are zealouſly tenaciny 
of it, and think it the very Baſis of thejj 


mand thus, Thou ſhalt have no other God but 1 


vine Worſhip was ever claim'd by him; and 28 


which does not belong to the Supreme, but is 


they ſeem to rob God of his Glory, who give 


reſpect, and that is, in worſhipping the Human 


Of the Worſhip of Teſus Chriſt, 


ans are ſo far from denying the Morality of tha 


Cauſe, and a ſtanding Reproach to their Ad. 
verſaries. And indeed till the Trinitarians hays 
clearly prov'd the Repeal of that Command, ti 
judg'd they will never reconcile. their ſetting 
up three diſtin Perſons, as Objects of Divine 
Worſhip (one an unoriginate God, and two o. 
ther dependent derivative) with the Command 
of having no other God but (one ſingle) : 
while the Unitarians read this, that only one 
ſingle Perſon is to be accounted for their God. 


of no other God but me, would interpret the Com. 


Three, or none but Me, Me, and Ae, including 
three Me's in the one. 5 

Thus it appears, that the Unitarians are far 
from robbing Jeſus Chriſt of his due, if no Di- 


far from entrenching on the Divine Honour, by gi- 
ving God's Peculiar to one who is not God; 
ſince they give him that inferior Worſhip only, 


allow'd by him to his commiſſion'd Son. But 


Divine Worſhip to another than him, and rob 
Jeſus Chriſt too, forbjdding that ſubordinate 
Worſhip of him, which is granted to him of 
the Father. What he requires they deny, and 
what he never claims they pretend to beſtow 
gen Lim. a | 

However, I think it may be undeniably prov'd, 
that the Trinitarians have incurr'd this Guilt of 
giving God's Glory to another, which the Units 
rians can vindicate themſelves from, in another 


. Nature 
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1 ature of Chriſt, which is as much a Creature 
iow s any other Man, let what Union you will be 
ther retended. And yet thoſe antient Chriſtian 
ad. bers, who are oft cited as pleading for the 
have orſhip of God only (whence ſome infer they 
th eld Chriſt + for that God, becauſe they wor- 
ting ip'd him) did nevertheleſs admit this other 
vine beck of Worſhip. And he who can recon- 


ile their Worſhip of the Human Nature of 
briſt with that Maxim, That God only is to 
de worſhip'd (with any ſort of Religious Wor- 


me: 

one ip, as Dr. Whitby and Mr. B. take it to mean) 

God 1ay eaſily believe that the Unitarians can recon- 

ſtead ile their Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt with the ſame 

om: axim. If the Trinztarians could worſhip the 

1 umanity becauſe related to the Divinity, why 

ding may not others alſo worſhip a Man inhabited 

by it, tho not by perſonal Union? It is as 

>» far much a Creature in the one caſe as the other. 

Di. Several learned Men have ſhewn the common 

d adgment of the Fathers to be for worſhipping 

y gi- he Humanity, as united to the Divinity (among 

50d; hom 1 find Athanaſius for one) and this was 

ily, Particularly manifeſted in their Expoſition of 

It is hat Text, Pſal. 99. 5. which they read thus, 

But Worſhip ye his Foot ſtool, (meaning, probably, the 

give \rk.) Thoſe Trinitarian Fathers were puzzled at 

rob his, becauſe they judg'd it abſurd to worſhip 

nate ach an Object as the Letter of the Text con- 
n of taia'd. To avoid this, they ran into this figu- 

and rative Interpretation of the words, ſaying, that 
tow by this Foorſtool was to be underſtood the Hu- 
man Nature of Chriſt, and this they thought 

2v'd, might be ador'd. Their Agreement in this point 
It of may be ſeen, in Forbeſii Inſtruct. Theol. and Dr. L. 7. c 37. 
EVE Fillingfleet's Defence againſt Godden. The former par. 2. 
ther of theſe two learned Men ſcruples not to ſay p. 714. 
mas of Jeſus Chriſt, Adorandus, inquam, ſine excluſione i; 
ature , Es 


carnis, 
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carnis, ub obj ecto ſeu tertnino adorationis. And 
ends the Chapter with this Concluſion dram 
from the Opinion and Judgment of the Fathen 
Unica & ſola ratio, propter quam humanitas Chriſ 
latria, ſoli Deo debita, abſq, Idblolatriæ crimin: a 
nobis colitur, eſt unio hypoſtatica ; i. e. The only m 
ſon why we worſhip the Human Nature of Cui, 
with that Worſhip which is due to God alone ( 
yet without Idolatry) is the perſonal, Union t i 
Divinity. Thus it appears, Chriſt's Human N. 
ture has been us'd to be worſhip'd without ay 
Outcry againſt the Idolatry of it. The like f 
Perſon, of aſſerted by Dr. Omen: The Human Nature, ſa 
Chriſt, P. he, in the Perſon of the Divine, and together vit 
308, 322. it, ig the Object of all Divine Adoration, and i 
| other Creature. Et £148 
I ask Mr. B. whether thefe Men be not 14 
laters, as all the Lwtherans alſo? And wheth 
this has not been the common Doctrine of th 
Trinitarians, Whatever the ſtraits to which the 
are now driven, may make them profeſs 

turn to? 1 5 . 
See Turretine on the Queſtion, An Chriſtus qu 
Mediator ſit adorandus ? who owns that the 41 
fir mative (i. e. the Worſhip of — as Medi- 
tor) had been admitted as a Problem among tit 
Orthodox; but now ſeeing the advantage tit 
Socinians made of that, he gravely intimate, 
they ſhould be very cautious ig allowing it 
Licet hec qudſtio prout inter Orthodoxds agitatu 
problematica ſit, tamen alicujus moments eſſe, po 
detect as Socinianorum Inſidins, proclive eſt intelligert 
Fain they would throw & the Worſhip 0 
Chriſt as Mediator, rather than the Unitaria 
ſhould pinch them ſo hard with it: for te 
who worſhip him as Mediator, worſhip the cre# 
ted Humanity along with the Divinity, accord. 
nnn - . 0 

| 0 
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And! Tow is not this, even according to the Tri- 
dann Principles about Idolatry, more manifeſt 
Fathn Platry, than any that can be pretended to be 
Chi ngd on the Socinians ? For theſe. profeſs to 


wine 
only 7e; 
Cr 
ne (un 


re only an inferior Worſhip, as to an inferior 
ing, which they think the Goſpel warrants : 
t the Trinitarians profeſs'Chriſt's Human Na- 
re to be but a Creature, and yet at the ſame 


| to th e they profeſs to give it Divine Worſhip 
an M ſonedly 3 Whilſt they deny any religious in- 
out an rior Worſhip it ſelf may be paid to any thing 
like t God, and accuſe-it of Tdolatry. Can any 
e, fing be more abſurd than this? 

er vit | wonder much if Arius found any difficulty 


and be quit with ſuch Fathers as Athanaſius, who 


arg d him with Idolatry for worſhipping Jeſus. 


of M nriſt with inferior Worſhtp (for it could be 
vheth Wo more in their Deſign) whom they judg'd to 
of tr but a Creature; when themſelves could ſtretch 
h tho cir Devotion, ſo as to extend Divine Wor- 


leſs d ip to the ſame Creature (of which they had 


uch meaner Thoughts) in the ſame Act with 


us e hich they ador'd the Divine Nature. I won- 
the er with what ſhew of Reaſon this can be vin- 
Media- icated from the Crime of the groſſeſt Idolatry, 
0g tao worſhip a profefs'd Creature with Divine 
ge thi orſhip. It is a vain thing to think to ex- 
mates uſe themſelves, by ſaying, they do not wor- 


ing ib up the Humanity for it /elf, but as and be- 


ita ae it is united to the Divinity: Since as that 
ſe, nion does not change the Human Nature into 
liger. Divine Nature; ſo neither does it hinder their 
hip of orſhip from being Creature-Worſhip. And if it 
itari be Idolatry to give Divine Worſhip to a Crea- 
r the) ure, then for any to offer a reaſon why they 
e cret- Wo ſo, is only to offer a reaſon why they com- 
ccord Enit Idolatry, inftead of a Proof that tis not 


uh. Thus they worſhip a Creature and a Man 


| Not (that 


(that is, according to them, they commit Ido 


| Worſhip to jeſus Chriſt on the Vnitarian pril. 
; piſts from the Charge of Idolatry. 
_ Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, as Mediator, on the 


their worſhipping Creatures, unleſs all Religious 


Of the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, 


try) becauſe it is united to the Divinity, 
Thus 1 have vindicated the giving inferig 
Religioas Worſhip. to Jeſus Chriſt on Unirarig 
Principles, from being any way injarious to the 
Honour of God, either from the Nature of th 
thing, or from any poſitive Law againſt it n. 
veal'd in Scripture. Nay, tis to the Glory d 
the Father, to have his Son honour'd in a Subor. 
dination to him. There are two other Text 
which Mr, B. mentions, to prove it to be Idol. 
try to pay any Religions Worſhip to any other 
beſides God, viz. Rom. I. 25. and Gal. 4. 8. But 
to theſe 1 ſhall have a proper Occaſion to ſpeak 
in anſwer to Mr. Bs EW 
Second Argument againſt giving Religion 


Ciples, viz. That this would clear Pagans and he. 
In anſwer to which, I ſhall ſhew that the 


Unitarian Grounds, does no way excuſe the Pu 
gans from the Guilt of Idolatry charg'd on then 
in the Scriptures ; nor yet the Papiſts ſo far a 
they agree with them. Mr. B. ſuppoſes that the 
Heathens could no way be guilty of Idolatry, by 


Worſhip to any beſides God be ſo. To make 
out this, he ſuppoſes two things, both of them 

—_—_. os. 
Firſt, That all Idolatry is founded not on the 
bare Command of God, but on the Nature of the 
thing. 8 5 1 
Secondly, T hat the Pagans did not intend to 
worſhip any of their Idols with divine Worſhip, 
but only with inferior Worſhip ; and ſeems to 
think that if they are clear'd from Idolatry 0 
N | | | thei 
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eir giving inferior Worſhip, they are wholly 
„ they gave no other. But, W r 
1. I deny that all Idolatry is (tho ſome may 
) founded on the "Nature of the Ad, or that 
aſcribes infinite Perfe&ions to the Object, and 
reſpects it as God for in ſome Inſtances it de- 
ends on the mere poſitive Will of God. 


* s in Scripture, that there has been Idolatry, 
Texts hich in the bare Nature of the thing did not 
dots rribe infinite or divine Perfections to its Object. 


am ſatisfy'd that 4 great part of the Idolatry 
the World has been, not about the laſt Object, 
ut about the Medium of Worſhip; and that 
hen they never aſcrib'd any thing to it, which 


gion wr Nature of it was truly divine, or God's in- 
Prin. mmunicable Right, which Mr. B. ſuppoſes all 
1 . olatry does. | 1 


The ſecond Command is eſteem'd by Proteſtants 


- the be the great Bar to Idolatry in the Worſhip 
| the f /rnages 5 and they have fully ſhown, that in 
e 5 ripture the Worſhip of an Image is arraign'd 


$ Idolatry. Now Mr. B. will not allow the 
agans to be ſo ſenſleſs, as to take their Images 
r real Gods, or to worſhip 'em as ſuch; much 
ls did the Fews ſo. Tis evident, the Fews did 
ot worſhip the Golden Calf, but as a Symbol of 


Zious g ; 
male ie Divine Preſence, even that of the true Jeho- 
chen “, Exod. 32. 4, 5- and yet it was groſs Idola- 


V and ſo call'd, Acts J. 41. They made a Calf, 
pd ſacrific'd to the Idol. Vet I am perſuaded here 
as nothing in this, that appears to be Idolatry 
1 the Nature of the thing, as that imports the 


1 to cribing Divine Perfections to another than God: 
hip, to make an Image, and ſet it up as a Symbo- 
s to Neal Pledge of the Divine Preſence, for God to 
y in rell and operate in it, is not to aſcribe any 
heir Minite Perfection to it; becauſe any material 


thing 
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To prove this, I ſhall ſhew from ſome Inſtan- 


Of the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, 
thing may be put to ſach an Uſe if God ple 
and the Sacrifices offered thereto, or rather , 


them, are not offered to them deſignedly, but wii 
God ſuppos'd to reſide in them. And indeed tiff 
Mercy-Seat and Ark, under the Fewiſh Law, wy 
a material Symbol of God's Preſence, befy 
which the Sacrifice was preſented, and the Blod 
was ſprinkled upon it for Atonement, and l. 
cenſe burnt before it; and yet this was not I 
latry in the nature of the thing, for then it hy 
ever been ſinful : Tho, I doubt, it had been Id 
latry for the Jews to put the Golden Calf, oray 
Symbol of their own Appointment, to that f 
cred Uſe; and to determine the Divine Preſeng 
and Operations to it, and to preſeat their 85. 
vices at it, to burn Incenſe before it, and ſprinkk 
it with the Blood of a Sacrifice. Not but thi 
the Golden Calf, in its own nature, had beens 
capable of the Shechina as the other; but becah 
God himſelf appointed the one, and not the other 
ſo that it could only be Idolatry, from the men 
poſitive Will of God, which could make it to 
ſo, or not, at his arbitrary Pleaſure ; but iny 
caſe did it ſuppoſe infinite Perfections to be: 
ſcrib'd to the Symbol or Image; ſince the fam 
thing was done, whether it was an appoint 
Symbol, as was the Mercy-Seat, or a forbidda 
one, as was the Calf. bw | 
Nor is the Reaſon of its being Idolatry to off 
Worſhip to ſuch a Medium or Symbol, to k 
taken hence, viz. becauſe there was no Deity dil 
reſide there, and ſo the Worſhip reſted on ti 
Symbol or Image, which was intended for ti 
Deity ſuppos'd to be in it. For he who trul 
intends to worſhip the true God, as did tit 
Tſraclites, are ſure to find him every where, aul 
That as an Object of Worſhip, whether there be 
Symbol uſed or not; ſo that it can never — 
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plea de him, unleſs he reject it, which depends on 
ther is Pleaſure, and not on the Nature of the thing 
baut Ways. 2 E 
ed Again, ſuppoſing God to ſet up an inferior 
„ eing (and that jeſus Chriſt be He) as the com- 
bein oa Mediator, to be the Advocate, or the great 
> B ter of Requeſts in the Heavenly Court, to ap- 
ind ear for us there; would not it be as manifeſt 
ot l aolatry to pay the Reſpe& due to his Office 
it one, to another of our own ſetting up, as to 
en MHMet up of our own head a fymbelical Medium of 
or u Pirine Worſhip, or a graven Image? As he who 
hat ets up a Vice-Roy in any Province, and applies 
reſeu o and acts under his Authority as ſuch, when the 
ir & overeign Prince has made another ſo by his 
pri ommiſſlon, may be as truly guilty of Treaſon, 
it tus he who ſets up another Sovereign: tho the 
been i icer0y be far below bis Sovereign Prince, and 
beczulſo the Honour paid him be far below what is 
- other ue to his chief Lord, and is peculiar - to him, 
je men or tho the Honour paid to an uſurping Deputy 
t to r Viceroy be not what the chief Sovereign ever 
- in I ppropriated to himſelf as incommunicable; yet 
> be + is his incommunicable Right and Prerogative 
e ſane appoint who ſhall be ſo honour'd. Even fo, 
ointeljM'2 it be not God's incommunicable Due to be 
-bidda e orſhip'd with inferior Worſhip; yet it is his 
due to appoint who ſhall be his Mediator, and 
to offr gave that Reſpect: And therefore to give that 
to M lonour to another of our own eſtabliſhing, is to 
ity di trench, tho not directly on his Worſhip, yet 
on n his Authority in appointiag the Object of 
or te bordinate Worſhip; and this is either Idola- 
o tranny or Rebellion, or both, in miſapplying Re- 
id tie stous Worſhip, peculiar to the Mediator, to 
e, another ſelf.devis'd Object. And of this the 
jere h Ln, were guilty, even while the Unitarians 
fall bo re excus'd, by reſpeRing only the Holy Jeſus 

| | 4 whom 
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114 Of the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, 
whom the Father bath ſeal'd, and ſet apart f 

that high and principal Office, in which non 

muſt rival him. V 
Further, I think Mr. B. cannot deny in fog 
Inſtances, that Idolatry is merely from the po 

tive Command of God; for ſince he account g 
Religious Worſhip of Angels to be Idolatry, 9 

a Giving God's incommunicable Due to them, 
demand, what there can be in the Nature of 

AQ, that looks like the giving God's Due þ 

them in this Inſtance, (ſomething like to wild 

Mr. Baxter ſuppoſes in his Directory.) Supp 

any Chriſtian Aſſembly (in which we learn, th 

1 Cor. 11. the Angels are preſent) ſhould pray indefinitd 
q and generally to ſuch Angels as are there to he 
'em, for what is in their power to afford;j 

here any more aſcrib%d to them, than we aſcrik 

to an ordinary Man, of whom we ask x 
Alms? If it be Idolatry, 'tis not ſo from the! 

| ture of the thing. Had God bid me pray to h 
3 4 gels, I would rake it for my Honour, ſays Mr. Bu 


PE Gon, Fo , 


p. 15s, fer. It ſeems he did not take it to be Idol. 
| in the Nature of the thing. 5 1 
2. I deny that the Pagans did only give 1nfert 

Worſhip to their Idols or Demons : for as tl 
worſhip'd other Idols beſides their Pæmons, n 

the viſible Creatures, the Sun, Moon, and Hi 

of Heaven, and ſeveral others, whom they pl 

in the room of the True and Supreme God («lit 

is the Idolatry ſo often charg'd upon them | 
Joſh. 24. Scripture, and not always Demon-Worſhip)l 
14153 16. the Worſhip which they did give to their J. 
mons, was às great as any they gave to the \ 
preme, viz. all manner of Sacrifices. Nor 0 
doubt but the vulgar People were wholly tak 
vp with them, and minded no other Gods bt 
the Demons that inhabited their Images, as tif 
ſuppos'd ; they worſhip'd the Creature, pa" 
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he Creator, as Beza renders it. They termi- 
ted all their Worſhip in the Demons, and ſo 
ve truly divine or abſolute Worſhip to them, 
which they were charg'd with Idolatry. Nor 
it of any force to tell us, that ſome of their 
)tle Philoſophers reputed them only for Di 
erioris note, Or ſubordinate Gods, conſtituted by 
supreme, and worſhip'd on the account of the Pow- 
he had inveſted them with, &c. For we know 

> Vulgar do not refine, as a few ſpeculative 
dents may do (as is apparent among the Papiſts, 

> Vulgar of whom have groſs Thoughts of 
ages, G'c. which the nice Scholars quite diſ- 


irt fo g 
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n ſon 
ie pooh 
unts q] 

try, oi 
them, 
oft 
Doe þ 
) whid 
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7 * n.) This is plain in the Caſe of their Images 
mY rip. Mr. B. tells us, That the Pagans were 
400 t ſo ſenſleſs as to take the Srocks and Stones for 


je Gods, and that they did not worſhip them, 


= d the imaginary Deity dwelling in them: for 
5 108 is what ſome of their learned Apologiſts 
/ or | us, as we find in Arnobius and others, But 


t 'tis plaio, that the Prophets charge the 
pple even with the Worſhip of the Idols or 
ages themſelves; and tho it was a ſottiſh 
ard thing, yet that is the very Argument 
y uſe in their Reproofs, and reproach 'em 
being ſo brutiſh + They that make them are like Pſal. iii 
o them, and ſo ts every one who truſts in them. 

1b. 2. 19. He ſaith to the dumb Stone, Ariſe, See 

how the Prophet derides them, 1/2. 44. V. 11. 

the 20th, That they ſhould be ſo ſtupid, as to 

ak by hammering and hewing it, to make a God 

one part of the ſame Tree as they had burnt 

the Fire, and roaſted their Meat with; and 


Idolatn 


inferi 
as th 
ns, an 
nd Hi 
ey placl 
d (whit 
them l 
ſhip) i 
jeir Di 
the 9 


5 it they ſhould worſhip and pray to it. And he 
\" 1. M ey could not ſee, they had no Underſtanding, 
25 m | ſo much Senſe left as to ſay, I have burnt part 


the Fire, and ſhall I make of the reſidue a Gody 
UT fall down to the Stock of a Tree ? The mort 
- i 3 mens 
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Of the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, 
monſtrous and brutiſh a thing this was, the mon 
likely it is to be what they are charg'd with; 
for the Prophet expreſly ſays of 'em, they wer 
brutiſh herein. If they had ſuch fine Specal 
tions and Evaſions, they could eaſily have wind 
off all this Reproach, and it had not been juſt u 
impute ſuch ridiculous things to them, but t 
have anſwer'd their plauſible Pretences as ton 
indwelling Deity. Thus Origen ſays, The Mu; 
tude can't bear to hear any one deny thoſe to be Gal, 


whom they have been wont to worſhip. 


| fix'd his Charge her e, on their doing it without Co 


Much more were they like to terminate the 
chief Worſhip in thoſe Demons or Spirits, whid 
they ſuppos'd to preſide over thoſe Images, (th 
the Learned took them for no more than inferin 
Miniſters of God ;) and thus there was Idolati 
in their Dæmon-Worſhip, in that they gave ſuprem 
Worſhip to them; which has nothing parallel 
the Unitarians Cale. 75 

Nay, tho the Scripture takes no notice 
their making any ſuch Diſtinction in their Pri 
tice; as to this inferior relative Worſhip, whit 
Mr. B. ſuppoſes was all the Pagans gave; jt 
allowing that they did ſo, and that this Worſhy 
was condemn'd too (as it muſt be) yet it may i 
it was fo, as it intrench'd on God's Honow, 
and peculiar Right to appoint Mediators. i 
can never ſhew that there was any thing in thi 
ſubordinate Worſhip, which, in its own Natur 
aſcrib'd infinite Perfe&ions to thoſe Damm 


And then ſince Jeſus Chriſt is authoriz'd to 


our Mediator, the Unitarians are free from {ud 
Injury to God's Honour, as the Pagans wel 
guilty of, in ſetting up Mediators of their own: 

But, ſays Mr. B. If this was the reaſon of tit 
Heathens Crime, that they worſhip'd uncon- 
miſſion'd Hero's, then the Apoſtle ſhould ht 


mal 


g 


on Ilnitarian Principles: 


? Wd and Warrant from G % and not have made 
le more their Crime to worſhip the Creature beſide the Cre- 
With: or, and to ſerve ſuch as by Nature are na Gods, 
e wer © the Heathens might have retorted on the Apo- 
eee, that they alſo wor up d a Creature, and a Cod 
TO; [5 da ox, 1 
ut 10 this 1 anſwer, That it is a vain Suppoſi- 
but bn in Mr. B. that the Apoſtles ſhould apſwer 
wa the particular Cavils and Evaſions of a few 
Muh rned Adverfaries among the Pagans, when 
© ey were reproving the current vulgar Errors 
tu. The ſacred Writers are never wont to do 
e they us, but content themſelves with condemning 
Wl vulgar Errors, without conſidering the nice 
5, (BE: ologics of ſome that refin'd their Notions by 
inferin btle Speculations, while the common People 
Cola: into groſſer Notions , againſt whom the ſa- 
/upriY-; Cenfares are utter'd, rather than againſt 
allcl vn. ſubtle ew, who durſt neither profeſs their 
ce ere refin'd Thoughts, nor yet go about to hin- 
tice Mr the common Worſhip of their Idols; but 
r F nd with them in it, tho they ſaw them wor- 
ü ip⸗d wich the higheſt Worſhip by the People, 
om they jadg'd to be but inferior Gods, (as is 
Vor ©; among the Papiſts.) $a that if the common 
May Kopie generally worſhip'd their Images and 
[0000 BW: nons as Gods, this was ground enough for 
8. Jl © Apoſtles to condemn them, whatever a few 
in (10 i ſcover's Philoſophers might think to ſay for 
Natur cir own particular Excuſe. * 
en That L ſay not this without Reaſon, may ap- 
to Mar from a clear Inſtance: Tis evident, as was 
m ſuc id, that the Prophets very often reproach the 
weihen for worſhipping Stocks and Stones, their 
mn. ols or Images, and even ſcoff at them for a 
of tik ompany of Fools; yet Mr. B. knows that the 
co Boi: Writers reply to this Charge, in their 
be etence againſt Chriſtians, That they were no ſuch 
"Y e I 3 — 
man 
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Fools as to take the Images for Gods, or to pay this 

Worſhip to Wood and Stones: no, it was only to H 
indwelling Deities, who took up their Habitation a 
operated in thoſe Images, &c. with many mop 
fine things of this kind, which are ſo well kot 
to the Learned, that they will not require px 
ticular Teſtimonies: See Lactant. l. 2. c. 2. 4 
nob. I. 6. Euſeb. Prep. l, 4. Aug. de Civit, l. 
c. 23, 24. Now according to Mr. B's arguin 
one muſt ſay, The Prophets cannot be juſtiff 
in their Charge againſt theſe Pagans, becauſe thy 
take no notice of theſe Replies and Evaſions, vit 
plainly overturn a great deal of the Grounds( 
that Charge. They ſhould have fixt their Chay 
on this, that there were no ſuch Spirits or U- 
mons that did indeed dwell there, or that coil 
claim any ſuch Worſhip if they did; and not hat 
made it their Crime to worſhip Wood and Sta 
which it ſeems they did nat do only as Medim 
of. Worſhip, or as the Sears of their Gods. Ny 
they might have retorted on the Prophets, Ho 
come you to reproach us as Fools for worſhij 
ping Wood and Stones? Do we do more thi 
you Jews? Have not you an Habitation of Wo 
and Stones for your God, towards which you pri 
and worſhip ? Have not you a Symbol of his Pr 
ſence in the Oracle, where you offer Incenſe ail 
Blood to your Mercy-Seat of Gold, as much! 
we to our Images? So that it ſeems this mi! 
very lawful when we have God's Command fir i 
And as for thoſe Excuſes, that the Pagans adult 
their Images themſelves, and the like, I haf 
ſhew'd from the Patrons of Image-Worſhip among it 
Gentiles, that they diſown'd all this. Now li 
this make us doubt, whether the Prophets dt 
argue juſtly, becauſe they anſwer not to titk 
Apologies of a few wiſer Men than the Comm 
nalty were? No, nor did the Apoſtles uy 
C OF iy WOW Ie 4 + 3 J 
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ay this, tho they. take no notice of the Apologies 
y to ne made for Demon-Worſkip ; while the Vulgar 
ian all d groſſer Notions among them of their Images 
y mod Demons, and minded none of theſe fine artifi- 
kno! 4pologies. And to theſe the Prophets and Apo- 
Ire pues mainly addreſs'd themſelves, while the other 
2. iſe Men did not produce their Exceptions, and 
vit. | (WS they were not regarded; but the Charge was 
goin itly fix'd ſtill, according to the common Sen- 
juſtiff ents and Practice of them they argu'd with. 

uſe tei Bat indeed there is yet a further Reaſon, be- 
„ Wü es what has been ſaid, why the Pagans Wor- 
2unds fMip was Idolatry, and from which, all that 
C. B. objects in this Matter, may, in few Words, 
or De fully anſwer'd ; leaving the Charge of Idola- 
at cod ia full force againſt the Pagars, upon ſuch a 
not h round as will wholly clear the Unitarians from 
d Huey ſhire in that Crime. And 'tis upon this 
Hedi eaſon, viz. becauſe the Pagans did terminate 
. Meir Worſhip ultimately nor in God, but in the 
ts, Ho reature, after all they ſaid, even when they 
world but an inferior or relative Worſhip to their 
Dre tz mons (as Mr. B. ſays they did, and no more.) 
»f Wool hey did not ſerve 'em in ſubordination to Gd, 
ou pt to 7do/s or Creatures, to whom it was all 
his Pe fer'd: which I take to be clear from Scripture, 
enſe a hich often aſſures us that the Gentiles, betore 
much ey receiv'd the Goſpel, had no knowledge of 
mo e one true God: They are deſcrib'd thus, At that 
d for ine ye were without God in the World, Eph. 2. 12. 
2s ador WW sain, Ye then knew not God, ſays St. Paul, Gal, 4. 
„hg e. They kaew not ſo much of him, as to 
01015 rect their Worſhip to him, as is plainly intend- 
Now VI, there. They had Gods many, i. e. ſuperior 
bets (i Perties;, and Lords many, 1. e. iaferior Powers, 
to tba ce. 8. 5. Some held one for chief God, others 
Commniotier, Micah 4. 5. or rather the ſaine People 
es ard ſeveral ſupreme Deities, viz. each in his 
aul on ſ:vcral 


Of the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, 
ſeveral Province and Diſtrict; and none of they 
was accounted to be univerſally and abſolute 
Supreme over all by Nature, tho comparatively 
ſome were greater in Power than the ref; 
which is all that can be ſaid of their mighty 

* See Ju. Jupiter himſelf, * at leaſt in the vulgar Eſtimate 
men e it was no more: however the true God the 
4. % 5. had not among them. Hence it was, that il 
the firſt Command, God requires that we hay 

no other God but him; 1. e. not only that we 

have but one glorious Supreme God, but that i 

be only Him we take for ſuch; even He wh 

was the God of IJſrael, and brought them out 

of Egypt, as the Preface ſhews: elſe a Mu 

may hold but one God, and yet be the groſſet 
Idolater, if with ſome he take the Sun, ot 

Moon, or created Nature (either part or wholt 

to be that one God, Thus it was with mol 

of the Pagans, either ſome famous Anceſtor, 

ſome part of the Heavenly Hoſt, was what the 

* latended by their Jupiter, as learned Men har 
ſhown; or if they worſhip'd ſome inviſible Spi- 

rit, which was repreſented by their Images and 
Symbols, and which gave out his Oracles, &. 

ſtill this was not the true God of 1/rael, but he 

was the Devil indeed, whom they counted the 

a * ro. true God. Thus we read, that the Gentiles ſ« 


Now ſince they had not Knowledge of tht 
true one God, their Sypreme Worſhip muſt need; 
terminate in ſomething elſe, and that muſt be 
a Creature or a Fiction. So then in all thell 
Demon-Wurſh p (which Mr. B. ſays was but {ub 
o.digate and iuferior Worſhip) either — 
F On un 
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mately refer'd it higher, or not ; if n ot, then 
was not inferior but ſupreme Worſhip, and 


\ was rank Idolatry: but if they did ſo refer 
to a Superior Object, whom they held to be 
he Supreme God, then that Object not being 
zaly the true God, but a Creature, and often 
he very Devil, it follows ſtill that they termi- 
ited all in the Creature; and ſo *twas ſtill the 
me Idolatry, as if they had terminated all in 
he Demon, or in the Image; the firſt Object was 
s good as their ultimate, and ſo they were not 
t all help'd by diſtinguiſhing their Worſhip 
nto ſubordinate and ultimate. Nor does Mr. B. 
ain any thing by this Apology for them, ſince 
their Demon-Worſhip was Idolatry ſtill, in be- 
ng offer'd up ultimately to the Creature, and 
n no ſubordination to God; either they ter- 
ninated their Worſhip on the viſible Symbol, 
vr refer'd it to an inviſible Spirit, which was 
he Devil, (fays the Text) both which were 
reatures. And on theſe accounts *tis that the 
Scripture conſtantly charges them with Idolatry, 
and not for ſerving any allow'd mediate Object 
pf God's own ſetting up, and in fubordination 
to himſelf. But whet is this to the Unitarians 

/orſhip of Jeſus Chriſt ? Are they guilty of any 
uch thing? I mean, of any religious Worſhip 
that is not refer'd ultimately to the true Jeha- 
vah? or of worſhipping any not ſubordinate to 
him? no, far from that. There is then no rea- 
ſonable pretence of parallelling their Worſhip 
to that of the Pagans; againſt theſe the charge 
of Idolatry lies in full force, while the Unita- 
71ans are fully juſtified and free. 

The truth is, when Chriſtianity had bore hard 
on the Heathen-Worſhip a while, then they be- 
gan to refine, and their Philoſophers ſpake more 
freely againſt the groſs Notions of the Vulgar, 

; Fn, F 25 5 | 2 2 in 
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in their Defence againſt Chriſtians, than befor: 
and therefore the Chriſtian Fathers had mar 
occaſion than the Apoſtles to anſwer to fg 
Pleas, when the Pagans came to retort on th 
Chriſtians, as Mr. B. ſays they might; if th 
Chriſtians worſhip'd Jeſus Chriſt as a ſubord, 
nate conſtituted God, with the Unitarians, A, 
cordingly we find it really came to paſs { x 
he ſays; the Pagans did retort on Chriſtian 
that very Argument which Mr. B. thinks th 
Apoſtles might be aſſaulted with, F they hl 
with the Unitarians: for ſo Celſus pleads, that 
they did no more in worſhipping Dzmon, 
than the Chriſtians in worſhipping Chriſt: | 
Orig. cont. ſays he, the Chriſtians worſhip'd nothing elſe bu 
Cell. 1.3. God, they might ſeem reaſonable in their conteny 
5. 385. of others ʒ but when they do abundantly worſhip Hin, 
| who was of late original, and yet believe they 9. 
fend not God in reverencing bis Miniſter, they ar 
unreaſonable. So that it ſeems the Pagans dil 
ſo underſtand the Chriſtian Doctrine, as to ſy 
a2 a place for their Objection (of recriminating a 
Chriſtians the Worſhip of an inferior Lord) whid 
in the Unitarian Scheme there is room for (as Mr. 
B. obſerves) but not in his; and therefore tht 

for mer ſeems to be the Primitive Doctrine. 
I. I. c. 20. So we find in Arnobius, that it was uſual to 
object againſt the Primitive Chriſtians, that the 
worſhip'd a Man in the Worſhip of Jeſus Chril. 
Not only the Gentiles, but the Jews alſo had ſaci 
Euſeb. Apprehenſions, as appears in the Caſe of Pohcan 
Hiſt. l. 4. the Martyr, whom they ſuppos'd the Chriſtiais 
c. 15. might worſhip on the ſame ſcore as they wor- 
ſhip'd Chriſt, But had they known that the 
Chriſtians reputed Jeſus Chriſt for the Supreme 
God by Nature, they could ſcarcely have 1m 
gin'd, that they would leave off worſhipping 
him, to worſhip a mere Man. _ 1 
| nl arc 


on Unitarian Principles. 


fort. nurch of Smyrna do diſown the Worſhip of 
mot ay other Perſon but Jeſus Chriſt, they plainly 

o fia tend it of any other Man, or of any: other 

on the ho is not the Supreme God; him they wor- 

if th ip'd as God's Son, but to no other except God 

bord imſelf they gave this Honour. They can't 
A ean that Chriſt was the only Object of Wor- 

ſo ip (for that would exclude the Father) but 

iſtia hc only Man. And as ſuch, the Fews charge 


ks th nem with worſhipping him, which the learned 


y bl Dale acknowledges #. When I conſider this 
„ tha 222 and others of Celſus, J am ſatisfy'd, that 
2mons the Jews did very early begin to accuſe the 
ft: if hriſtians of worſhipping a Man; and I wonder 
{ſe by oy ſhould alledge their Silence in not accuſing 
temp briſtians of Idolatry, as an Argument that the 
> Hin, Cbriſtians did not worſhip a Creature: for ſince 
hey of. hey charg'd them with worſhipping a Man as 
hey ar od's Miniſter, they either judg'd that Wor- 
us di ip to be againſt the firſt Command, and fo 
to ſrWmuſt count it Idolatry; or did not reckon all 
10g 00 inferior Worſhip (ſuppoſing a divine Command 


which which the Chriſtians pleaded) to be Idolatry, 


as Mr WW and ſo had no reaſon to charge them with it: 
Ire the but that they did impute to them the Wor- 
. ſhip of another beſide the great God, is very 
Cal to apparent. | | | 

it the The Apoſtle (ſays Mr. B.) ſhould have fix'd 
Chril. his Charge againſt the Heathens on this, that 
d ſacl they worſhipp'd their inferiour Gods, with- 
olycar WR out 4 Warrant: from the true God. Why, juſt 
-iſtiais ſo the Primitive Chriſtians did: for when the 
* Pagans produc'd ſuch Apologies for them- 
at tne 1 | | h | = 
Prem + BY X 0 1 X 3 
e ima: = Clare ſignificant ſe nullum alium nominem à Chriſtianis 
a reigioſe cultum ſciviſſe, præter upum Chriſtum. Daille de Cult. 
Pr nh Relig, ob ſect. A 3 
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of the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, 
ſelves as Mr. B. mentions, viz. that they qi 
but as Chriſtians did in the Worſhip of Chrig 
the Chriſtians make that very Anſwer whig 
Mr, B. diſlikes in the Unitarians, VIZ. That 3 
Chriſtians have the true God's Command for yy. 
| ſhipping Jeſus Chriſt, which the Heathens bad » 
For worſhipping their Demons: for thus it wy 


L,8.p.334. that Origen anſwer'd to Celſus. He asks hin 


whence he could prove that God has granted » 
them (i. e. the Dæmons) to be honour'd; an 
then he proceeds to ſhew, that to Jeſus Chrif 
he had granted this Honour, from John 5. 23. 
This Mr. B. may find in Dr, Whitby himſelf 
in his Idol. of the Rom. Ch. &c. ſo hard is it t 
write againſt the Papiſts and Unitarians with 
Conſiſtency. „ 
| Therefore, by the way, I wonder with wht 
Ingenuity that learned Doctor could pretend t 
prove Jeſus Chriſt to be eſteem'd the true an 
ſupreme God by Origen, from his Worſhip d 
him, Tract. de Chriſti Deit. p. 12, 14, 117, whet 
yet himſelf owns that Origen gave him on 
inferior Worſhip, and deny'd him to be the Gul 
who is Lord over all, in that former Book, Idi. 
Ch. Rom. p. 223, 224, 356. Nay, he lately cite 
him again as denying Jeſus Chriſt to be th 
Object of proper Prayer, in his Paraphraſe ol 
John 16. 23. | „ 
But becauſe Mr. B. ſends his Reader to thi 
Doctor for full Proof in this Diſpute, I'll recite 
his Words. I is evident that Origen, by tha 
Expreſſion, 1 and my Father are one, did not inten 
ro argue the Unity of Eſſence, but of Affection ml 
betwixt God and Chriſt ;, nor yet to ſay our Saviow 
was that God who is Lord of all; for this expreſ) 
he denies, In the other place the Doctor's W ord: 
are, When Origen diſcourſes of this 279 4 
5 e * 


on Unitarian Principles. 


ey (GA SE e 
% ſays, that we muſt put up our Petitions to 
2 ; 4 MEAT ; and having once confeſs'd that we 
5a „ prey directly to Chriſt, whom he conceiv'd to 


r pn. inferior to the Father, he makes this diſtinction, 
WR HOLM be taken properly, or in an improper 
it wlll d abuſtve Senſe : and in this Senſe alone he doth ap- 
s hin v of Prager made to Chriſt. And by this time 
rede may judge; whether the learned Doctor had 
H e £rca" reaſon to ſerid us to Origen among 
Chrit bers; or Mr. B. to ſend his learned Reader to 
ee poctor to know Origen's Judgment in this 


ite atter: who, after all the Worſhip of jeſus 
situ brit which he pleads for, does (by the Doc- 


r's own Repreſentation, when out of this Con- 
orerſy) delign no ſuch Worſhip as might de- 
| wh, are him to be the Infinite God, but contrarily 
(ch inferior Worſhip. as might ſhew that he 


5 With 


24 ought him to be not ſuch. „ 

ip oi Nen I ſuppoſe his other Teſtimonies have 
a: me force; and if Origen could ſay the 

when Rot TH * 2 

och briſtians worſhip'd none bar one God, and yet 


„ %s for their worſhipping Jeſus Chriſt with other 
e kerior Worſhip, why might not the other Fathers 
io the ſame? Tis plain they mean that none 


* ut God was worſhip'd with Divine Worſhip, 

% nor any but his Son with any inferior Religious 
orſhip, which yet in a ſenſe was one and the 

0 thi me Worſhip; of which preſentlixy. 

recite Thus we ſee the firſt Chriſtians could vindi- 

nete the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt as Mediator, 


en "fb out ceaſing to condemn the Demon-Worſhip 
„ onh of the Pagans, on this very ground, that Jeſus 
vin as authoriz'd by the Supreme God to have 
epreſ his Honour which thoſe bad not; and this a- 
V ords Prees exactly with the Unitarian Principles. 
2, be But then, ſays Mr. B. why does the Apoſtle 
uſual barge the Pagans with this, That they worſhip'd 
+ © F* Creature beſides (more than) the Creator, _ 
| | with 
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with ſerving them who by Nature were not Guy 


ſhip none but the Creator with Supreme Wor- 
ſhip? Not that under the Notion of Creatures, 


of the Warſip of Jeſus Ori, 


Since the Chriſtians did the like in the Worſj 
of Jeſus Chriſt, if he was not by Nature th 
Supreme God. I anſwer in general, tis pri. 
bable the Apoſtle ſpeaks there of their ſervin 
the Creatures as Gods, when they were not Godz 
with Supreme Worſhip ; for they ſerv'd en 
beyond the Creator, ſays the Text, (which the 
Chriſtians did not do) and this the Apoſtj: 
cenſures abſolutely : for whether they had: 
Warrant to worſhip any inferior Lords or not, 
it was nothing to the Buſineſs here, ſince that 
could be no ground for worſhipping any Cres. 
ture as the true God. No, nothing but a truj 
Divine Nature could be a ground for ſuch Di. 
vine Worſhip; and therefore the Apoſtle ground- 
ed the Charge on a right bottom, in blamin 
em for ſerving Creatures as Gods, that by Nati 
were not Gods, and ſo no Objects of ſuch high 
Honour, which did not depend on a Command 
of God, but on the Nature of the Object, the 
like to which Chriſtians did not in their {ub- 
ordinate Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, nor do th: 
Rar. 7 hr 
But let me conſider thoſe two Texts more 
particularly; to begin with Rom. t. 25. Thy 
worſhip'd and ſeru'd the Creature more than tt 
Creator. What ſays this againſt them who wor- 


they could deſignedly reſpe& them above God 
(as Mr. B. ſeems to think we mean, when be 
accuſes it as Nonſenſe) but in their blind Miſ- 
take, they fix'd their Devotions on what truly 
were but Creatures, and paſs'd by the Creator; 
as they who believ'd one God, but worſhip 
the Sur, or Fire, &c. for him, did really ſerve 
the Creature, and paſs by the Creator: or - 

| | the 


* 


* 


on Unitarian Principles. 


| hey own'd one God, yet they might do more 


aye rice to the Creature, to their Images and 
bi 10 emons, than to the Supreme. It is poſſible a 
: | apiſt may worſhip the Virgin Mary more than 
* ed, and yet hold her to be but a Creature; 
God? ad the ſenſual Sinner may ſerve the World or 


is Belly more than the Creator, tho he knows 
e other are but Creatures. So that here is no 


oy ch Nonſenſe, in ſuppoſing Men to ſerve the Crea- 
10 tre beyond God. 5 
5 2 Mr. B. is ſo ſenſible that this Text will do him 


jo ſervice againſt the Vnitarians, as our Bibles 
ave it, that he is forc'd to give it a corrupt, 


Le. r at beſt an ambiguous Turn He had rather 
ch be ave it thus, They ſerv'd the Creature beſides the 
round. reator, But I dare appeal to any Tyinitarian 
amin ritick, if the Word da ſet thus between two 
Nan NOUNS, does not in the New Teſtament note 
| biok ompariſon, and be not render'd above or be- 
_—_ ond; as in this very Epiſtle, Ch. 14. 5. One 


eems one Day above another, Heb. 1. 9. Above 
by Fellows. And tho ſometimes it may be ren- 
ler d præter, or beſide, yet that may be, as Beza 
ind Turretine render it here, præterito Creatore, 
paſſing beſide, or by, the Creator; 1. e. they ſerv'd 


= he Creature, and not the Creator. But Mr. B. 
FS 1 mould have the word beſides to ſignify a Con- 
) Wor- union, as if it were thus, beſides the Creator 


hey alſo ſery'd the Creature; which is not the 
air Senſe of the Original, nor ſo natural and 
genuine a Verſion, as that which we have, viz. 


Wor- 
atures, 


* more than the Creator; which is not the Unita- 
\ wit. '- Caſe, who worſhip none beyond God, nay 
' trul orihip none beſides God, with ultimate or Su- 
ator: "<< Reſpect. HE If 5 
big The other Text is Gal. 4. 8. where St. Paul 
borne deſcribing their former Gentile State, ſays, Where 


or tho 


e kuew not God, ye did ſervice to them that by 
they | 8 | 4 5 


Nature 


128 


Nature are not Gods. Whence Mr. B. would i 
fer, that to worſhip what has not the Vi 


NMuture of the Supreme God, is Idolatry, jj 


cou' d not make out theſe Pretenſions, whic 


to that of the Heathens, and the formal u. 


ſon of their Sin. And this he thinks the 9; 
rarians do, in worſhipping Jeſus Chriſt, hi 
they deny him to be the Infinite God by ;. 
ture, To this I anſwer, 1. That the Apo 
ſpeaks plainly of their worſhipping thoſe fil 
Gods in the place of the Szpreme God, and ty 
in ſubordination to him; which no doubt yy 


Idolatry. And this appears by his oppoſitiy 
of thoſe Gods to the one true God, impljiy 
that they worſhip'd them in lieu of him, nin 
they now Knew, i. e. as ſupreme; and not in ay 
ſubordination to him, For whatever Thought 


Mr. B. may have of thoſe Pagans, the Apoll 
Plainly ſays they had no knowledge of the tr 
and infinite God. Te knew not God; and therefy 
what they worſhip'd in chief, muſt needs 
what by nature was not this God, but ſome pat 
of the Creation, whether a Man, or the du 
Cc. nor was their mighty Jupiter or Fove a 


more. And in all their inferior Worſhip d 


Heroes or Demons, if they ultimately refer'd thei 
Worſhip to any ſuperior God, yet it was ut 


to the only true Supreme Being; and cok 
quently they muſt terminate all their Worllj 
in ſome Creature, as has been ſaid. But whit 
is this to the Unitarians, who do not worlhy 


Jeſus Chriſt with ſupreme and ultimate Wot 
ſhip; and whoſe Religious Worſhip of him il 
timately reſts in the Infinite God alone? Tit 
Pagans might ſay they terminated their Wor 


ſhip in the one true God, and that they wot 


ſhip'd him in chief; but St. Paul ſays, They lun 
him not, and upon this condemns them. Tit 


Mr, 


* 
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uld iy r. B. and ſome of their Apologiſts make for 
Info m, to excuſe 'em from idolizing Creatures or 
1, jWiions, by their Supreme Worſhip. Nor do l 
11 r.oobt, but that what ſome accounted inferior 
je 77; <7:075, the Vulgar ador'd as Supreme. : 
wi 2. Let it be how eit will, "tis notbing againſt 
by N ge Unitarians, Who hold Jeſus Chriſt to be a 
Apoſt ordinate Lord, or God by Nature. The an- 
ſe fi ent Fathers (ſays Dr. Whitby on Eph. 2. 3.) 
and lat doſtantly interpret «. UTE by 2 truly Or really: 
bt ow we ſay, that Jeſus Chriſt is truly ſuch a 
post od as we hold him to be, and as our Wor- 
nplyiy ip implies. He is truly Partaker of a Divine 
„ re, not only in moral Graces, but in glo- 
in ufs Dominion and Authority, with ſutable 
houpht rength and Wiſdom. Thoſe Demons were no 
Apoſt ods at all, as Mr. Baxter ſays truly; they cou'd 
he tut make out their Nature or real Qualifica- 
jerefb ons, which we can in jeſus Chriſt. The A- 
eds itle might not mean, they were not infinite 
me pat ds by Nature, but not truly any ſort of 
ne du eds. Either way it touches not the Vnita- 
ove al ans at „ EN : 1 5 WI» 
rſhip t Yet I doubt not but the words may very jaſtly 
tte d naturally be read ſomething otherwiſe : 
vas nf ct mls wal e Ven Georg 5 Te were in bondage to 
conſe ds that in Nature had no being, or by Nature 
Vorl: v0. Mere Chimæra's, and artificial Ficti- 

t wits 3 the Vanities of the Heathen, and indeed 
"rſh. Nulities: for ſo were many of their pre- 

Wo, nded Deities. They never exiſted in Nature, 

him i: uch leſs had they ever the Power or Office 

„ Ih etended to; ſo that as Gods or Lords they 

r Wor- d no being. And this is juſt parallel to what 3 
V wor ſame Apoſtle ſays, that an Idol is nothing. 1 Cor. S. 4. 
bey hn ere are no ſuch things in nature, as the Hea- 

Th ö Gods many and Lords many. There may 

wia Lagen and Demons, but no Gods, nor Lords: 
i —_— 


Of the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, 
But we Chriſtians have one real Suprey 
| God, viz, the Father; and one real ſubording 
Lord, viz. Jeſus Chriſt. There is ſuch a Loi 
in Nature, and he has the real Nature ay 
Abilities of ſuch an anointed God, as well y 
the Character and Commiſſion ; and ſo he < 
not be rank'd among the Pagan Idols who yy 
not, or were nothing, ſometimes as to thi 
Being, but always as to their Power and Digntty; 
I am not ſenſible of any thing like Yom 
done to the Text by this Senſe and Readitt 
but rather that it ſeems moſt natural and eh 
to the Words, and moſt: ſutable-to-the Conteſ 
For the Apoſtle is ſetting forth the noble 
berty of theſe Galatians by the 'Goſpel, in con 
pariſon of their former ſervile State. Th 
were as Servants, but now as Sons at age, 9. 
But what were they Slaves to? why ſays bei 
this Verſe, When ye knew not God, ye vert i 
ſlavery ti ſuch Gods as in Nature were nothin 
For what we render, Te did Service, fights 
were Slaves, or in bondage, as appears thro tk 
whole Context; ſo the Word is render'd, ve 
95 25. Nothing could more emphatically deſcri 
their baſe Degeneracy, while Pagans, than this, ti 
they were under a ſuperſtitious {laviſh Subjedi 
to what had no Being; and were terrify'd nil 
Fictions, and did Homage to à Nullity, Tht 
fore nothing ſeems more for the Apoſtle's pi 
Poſe, than this fair Senſe of the words, will 
are not againſt' the Unitarians, Who knew fei 
Chriſt to be ſuch a real God, or Lord by N 
ture, as thoſe of the Pagans were not. Thi 
ſupericr Gods were not ſuch, nor their ſub 
nate Gods ſuch in nature and reality, as tf 
accounted 'em to be; but our ſupreme God i 
* is ſuch, and eee 8 Lord 5 f 
bis Son, is really and 7 re ſuch as we fr 
| #79 r ang Fl ps 88 ten 


8 
9 
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end 'em to be, and as anſwers to their Cha- 

W-:tcrs. So that we can boaſt their Gods are 

ot like ours, nor their Lords like ours. 

W Nor does the Apoſtle reproach em with Ido- 
atry in doing this, but with the baſe and ig- 

oble Degeneracy of their Condition; ſo that 
t appears not that he ſpeaks ſo much of Wor- 
ip, as of the Slavery and Subjection they were 


Irene 
ding 
a [of 
re ail 
well x 
he c 
ho ny 
0 the 


oy nder to theſe Fiction,. But will Mr. B. ſay that 
edge owe no Subjection to the Man Jeſus Chriſt, 
nd eg yhoſe Nature is not Divine ? Sure ſince the 
one man Nature is inveſted with Dominion, as 


ble r. B. owns, and acts its part of Royal Aut ho- 
ity, as he ſpeaks, p. 89, it will claim Subjec- 


"Th ion anſwerable to that Share of Dominion it is 4 
e. „ weſted with. And if there be any Service due 
3 he oo the n Chriſt, then the Text does not con- 


lemn all Service to what is not by Nature the 
nfinite God 3 ſince the Human Nature, tho 
Inited, is not a Divine Nature: and yet ſure 
hro eme Service is due to the exalted Manhood; 
. % hich is made a Lord and Prince over Men and 
deſerk Angels by God's Reward (but the Divine Na- 
his oF © muſt be ſo without it) and has therefore 

far greater Title to the Character of a ſubor- 


wert i 
nothin 
nfies 1 


97 flinate God than thoſe Angels, and which Pagan 
uu ol had not. e 
e's put TEST 

* Now it is eaſy to apply much of what has 


by N deen ſaid about the Pagans, to them of the Ro- 
"1,088" Church, whoſe Practices ſeem to have too 
y ſan an Affinity with the others. If the Papif's 
28 ld rſhip any Creature with Divine ultimate Wor- 
God ip, as they ſeem to do the Croſs and the Hoſt ; if 
rd [> they worſhip Images, or erect unwarranted Sym- 
me fl dols of the Divine Preſence and Grace; or if 
teu rne common People . theſe as God, or 
b * 2 S - ; 


1. 3 
x * 


the ſame, and he might as well defend it ? God 
forbid I ſhould ſo reproach my Maker, or ſlat- 


are miſtaken in their Object, and the other aſt 


right; and ſo the grounds they go upon are 
very different, the one being Truth, and tbe 


* 
N N 
%s 


A 
: 


rians ate clear of it, in their Worſhip of th 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt, as a ſubordinate Lord and Me 
diator, with ſubordinate Worſhip. 

Mr, B. ſays, they aſlign the /ike grounds d 
the religious Worſhip of the Saints: But why 
then? Can they make 'em good? The Pagay 
might aſſign the ſame grounds for Divine Wor: 
ſhip of the Sun, or ſome other Creature (which 
they took to be the ſupreme God) as Mr.] 
does for worſhipping the true God; but the 
did not aſſign them truly, and ſo they were Ido. 
Jaters ſtill, This is our Caſe, compar'd witt 


the Papiſts. Does Mr. B. think they can git 


as good proofs of God's inveſting the Saints or 
Angels with univerſal Power in Heaven aul 
Earth, or of their Commiſſion to be our Medi- 
tors and our Judges, as the Unitarians bring fot 
the Lord Jeſus's Claim to all this? If not, i 
was unrighteouſly ſaid of him, That they aſſq! 
the like grounds. of their religious Worſhip of Saint 
and Angels; That their Cauſe is the ſame, au 
that they may defend it on the ſame Principle 
Should I judge juſtly, if I ſaid a Pagan (that 
ſhould miſtake the Devil or other Creature for 
God) aſſign'd the like grounds of. his Divine 
Worſhip with Chriſtians, and that his Cauſe ws 


. 


der his Servants! Sure *tis enough that the one 


Other a falſe pretence : For we think wy j 
| * . ſont 


A * 
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/ little difference to be made between what is com- 
plac N nded and what is forbidden, ſays Dr. Srilling fleet 

which nis 1dolat. of the Church of Rome, p. 97, | 
they Bot ſays Mr. B. we are not inquiring, whether 


e Popiſh Invocation of Saints, &c. be commanded 
— whether in it ſelf it be injuri- 
to God. But by his leave this ought to be the 
quiry 3 ſince herein the Injury will lie, if it be 


ds of: Invaſion on God's Honour and Authority to 
wha rt up unqualify'd unallow'd Mediators in his 
Pagan eavenly Court. And I dare ſay, that if he 
Wor in approve of all that Religious Worſhip of 


Igels, Saints, and Demons, which does not at- 


Mr. 3, ibute to them any infinite Divine Perfections in 

they very Nature, then he may be a much greater 

e Ido. riend to the Popiſn and Pagan Worſhip, than 

with r. E. appears to be. Fo 

1 pine Thus we ſee, that the Unitarians Practice and 

nts or rinciples plainly deſtroy the Creature-Worſhip, 

1 and Which was practis'd among the Pagans; while 

Media ey ſo carefully reſerve intire to God all Divine 

ng for orſhip, and all ſubordinate Religious Worſhip 

ot, 1 that one Mediator the Lord jeſus, whom the 

a reat God has rais'd to this Honour, and this 

Saints ſelf ultimately, ro che Glory of the Father. Phil. 2. 
e, men. 9 5 EE 9 
cipler, : ; | 

(that 1 | W 

re for The Sum of what is argu'd on this Head, from 

Divide he Fathers, is, That they profeſs to worſhip ove 
ſe nod, and him only; and yet they worſhip Jeſus 
Gol brit: Ergo, they held Jeſus Chriſt to be eſſentially 


r ſlan· ne Supreme God. But when all is conſider'd, I 
elieve this Concluſion will not follow from the 
'remiſes, as they are found in the Fathers: 
or, 5 Fes YR 
1. 'Tis moſt certain they profeſs to worſhip 
ad and bis Son: Here then is ſomething beſides 
M3 God 


. * 
* * 


8 
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134 Of the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, 

| God alone that is worſhip'd. This is frequent ijz 
Origen, Juſtin Martyr, &c. And that they meat 
another Being by the Son, will appear from whit 
ſhall be preſently obſerv'd. 5 I 
2. Their current and moſt uſual Form was t 
worſhip the Father by his Son, or in his Naw, 
So Clemens Romanus ends his Epiſtle. Thus 5ufi 
Martyr ſays, that at the Communion the Mid. 
ſter, or Preſident, pronounces Praiſes to the Fathy 
of all, in the Name of the Son, and by the Hy 
Spirit. By which ?tis plain, that the Father al 
Son were worſhip'd with a very different Rt 
ſpe&; which not only muſt follow from the up 
equal Eſteem they had for them, but is moſt ei 
preſly own'd by Origen, the moſt Learned of e 
all, and who had beſt ſtudy'd the deep Points 
of our Religion: who in anſwer to Celſus (wh 
- Charg'd the Chriſtians with worſhipping other 
belide God, in their Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt) ging 
an account how far they worſhip'd him, and how tit 
Father Offerentes Deo univerſorum Domino preci 
per ſuum unigenitum; cui prius eas adhibemus rogar 
res, ut ipſe dignetur tanquam Pontifex, preces noſird 
ejfferre Deo optimo maximo: i.e, We offer up ir 
Prayers to God, the Lord over all things, by his of 
Son 3 to whom we firſt bring them, praying, that he 4 
our High Prieſt would vouchſafe to preſent our Pri 
P. 385, ersto God miſt High. This, he ſays, was the qua 
tum poſſumus, the utmoſt Worſhip they could giie, 
Now is this to worſhip him as Supreme God, 
viz.to pray to him to officiate for us with God 
as Interceſſor? Again, ſpeaking of praying t0 
P. 233. God by him, he adds, We will pray to the Word, 
provided we may diſtinguiſh between doing it in 6 
rict or proper Senſe, and in an ahuſive one. & 
that he will not allow Prayer to him proper! 
taken, only in a ſort, as thro him it is put up 
God. Is this poſſible for one to ſay, who Ark 
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0d bim as Supreme God ? No, they held the 
ther and Son for two Objects, and diſtinguiſh'd 
e Worſhip into two ſorts, as you ſee here. 

3. The Account which they give of their wor- 
'pping the father and Son as one, and in ſome 
rt, with one Worſhip, is not ſuch as ſpeaks 
zem to be one id the ſame umerical Eſlence, or 


De and the fame. infinite: Spirit or Subſtance. 


is moſt evident that they could not n 
ch a Worſnip as implies this, with any Con- 


ſtency with their Expreſſions elſewhere. Bac L. 4. c. G. 


"ti ex preſly ſays, That God the Father, be- 


Pre he ſet about the Creation, ſunctum & incor- 


ptibilem genuit Spiritum, quem filium nuncuparet * 
e begot a Spirit whom he call'd his Son, which 
itle he did not give to any other of the Spirits 
hom he afterwards created. So then when he 
ad begotten - a Spirit, there muſt be two Spi- 
ts. And even when Origen is tr eating about 
eir Unity, and. labouring to make em one 
object of Worſhip, in anſwer. to Celſus, who ſaid 
ey were two, he ſticks not to ſay, We religiouſly 
dr ſhip the Father of Truth, and the Son who is the 


uth; duos quidem Subſtautia (* Hypoſtaſi) 1 * Which 
um vero Concordia, &c. Two indeed in Subſtance, in that 
ut one by Agrerment and Concord. So then here e ani. 
> two Subltances worſhip'd :' Tho at another 4% 2 
Ime perhaps they may be called one, in regard i, ,,,,, 
d their mutual Concord and Unity of Will, as Sen ſe. Socr. 
hriſtians are one. Schol. 1,3, 
But how is it then that they could pretend to . 7. 
'orſhip none but God, when they worſhip'd 
oth the Father and his Son? As far as | can ſee, 
was grounded upon a near Union of the Ob- 
27, which they ſtill maintain d, and the Unity 
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f the external A#s of Worſhip 


1. They reckon'd that ſtill t e Father and Son 


N be deem'd as one 'Ohje in a political 


K 4 Senſe, 


136 Of the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, 

| Senſe, tho two Spirits, one ſubordinate to th 

oLner : Becauſe their Dominion (which is th 

ground of Worſhip) was politically but ene, x 

that of a King and his Son, or his Viceroy, a 

Ambaſlador : the Homage alſo done them was il 

a ſenſe but one, Thus Origen, whea treatiq 

p. 386. upon this very Matter, ſays, Celſus would neun 

; think we worſhip another beſides God, if he undi. 

ſtood thoſe Words, The Father and J are one, But 

what Unity does Origen interpret it of ? Why, 

ſays he, that none may be ſtartled at this, let hi 

mind that Text, And the Multitude of them that 

believ'd, were of one Heart, and one Soul; and thi 

may help him to underſtand the other, The Father 

and I are one, And then adds, That tho thy 

h are two in Subſtance, yet they are one in Cots 

IL. 4 C. 2. ſent of Will, And Zatantius more fully open 

| the matter by this near Reſemblance, viz. of on 

wh has an only beloved Son, who is in his Fatheri 

| Houſe, and in his Power: Tho, ſays he, he gratt 

him the Name and Power of Lord and Maſter, yt 

Civili jure it is call'd one Houſe, and one Lord. 5 

the Father and the Son being unanimous in the Worlh 

it is one God, becauſe one is as two, and two 4 

one; the Son always obeying the Father's Will, i 

. | he adds. And again, he that acknowledges te 

ET  L-4.c.25. Son, ſays he, worſhips the Father together with the 

| 0a Son, becauſe the Son is the Ambaſſador of the mi 
High Father. Here is a Political Unity betwetl 

them, that occaſions the calling it one Worlhil 

of one God: I deny not but they held alſo a ns 

tural Conjunction between the two, ſo near that 

they were not ſeparated aſunder, nor held as d. 

vers divided Beings, but yet without one Thought 

of an Equality (which ſerves my Purpoſe) when. 
ever they were compar'd together. 

2. This might be further grounded upon th 

Pnity of the Act of Worſhip, which at _ A 
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o th eas both theſe Objects. As the Reſpect done to 
is th Ambaſſador is at the ſame time a Reſpect to 
"ne, is Prince; and yet both are not e ually ho- 
by, u oored, tho it be in the ſame Act: fo when a 
was uon is honoured merely for his Relation to his 
eatig i ather, both are honoured together, tho not 


neun 


under. 


„ But 


h. Thus 'tis the ſame Prayer that we pre- 
ent to the Father, which we offer to Chriſt, that 
may be preſented by him; as the ſame Sacrifice 


WIV as preſented to the High Prieſt, which was by 
let bn im to God: We always join the Father and the 
m tha. diator in the ſame Devotion, but the ſame Phy- . 
nd n cal Act may be morally two. And this is juſt BY 


Father Wccording to the aboveſaid Account of true Chriſ- 


o ther ian Worſhip from Origen, who truly ſays, that 
| Con WY Chriſtian does Ahe, undividedly and inſeparably- 
open y the God of Gods, thro Jeſus Chriſt, If I pray 
, of ono the Father, it implies that it be thro the 


*ather WP diator ; if to Jeſus Chriſt, tis that he may pre- 


ram ent it to. God, where all Worſhip terminates. 
er, is ſeems to be their moſt natural Meaning, when 
rd, bey ſay, they only worſhip one God, tho they wor- 
Worly ip him thro his Son Jeſas Chriſt ; which is alſo a 


ort of Worſhip of the Son. If it be not ſo, Fdoubt 


Vil, bey will not be very conſiſtent with themſelves. 
es tit WHowever, I fetch not the grounds of my Faith 
ith from any, but the truly Primitive Fathers, I mean 
e ml he Apoſtles; who I think appear on my fide, 


vithout the Obſcurity that is in the others, who 


'orſhi) oon began to be corrupted, as was foretold. | 

0 a l. But what Mr. B. ſays, That thoſe of the third p. 11 

ir that e inſiſt on the univerſal Practice of giving Di- " 
as dine Worſhip to Feſus Chriſt, as one great Argu- 

hought rent to prove that the Deity of Chriſt was the Be- 


ief of the two foregoing 5 is a -mere Boaſt and 
louriſh, of which he gives no proof. I deſire 
im to ſhew who of that Agelever prov'd that 
ſeſus Chriſt had been held to be the —_— 
7 e Cf: ci | Go 
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Liberty of declin d, as, beſides others, Biſhop Taylor confeſl 
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Paroßb. on Whom they denied it, as Dr, Whitby cannot by 


arſhjp of Jeſus Chriſt, 
God (which is the Queſtion) by the two fr 
Ages, from their Practice of Divine Worſii 
Ng, they neither ſo belier'd, nor fo pragigh 
that appears: And the Trinitarians themſely 
cannot but own that the Ariavs offer'd to; 
peal to the preceding Ages and Fathers, for 

Teſtimony to their Opinion; and that it my 


338 Of fe 


4 It might be found that they call him God indee{ 
P. 73. 5 and that he was worſhip'd as Mediator; but neye 
as I find, that he was God equal to the F athe 
nor worſhip'd with equal or ſupreme, Worſhy, 
'Tis plain that Deus ſuper quem non ęſt alius 
God that has none above him, Was their Chara. 
ter of the Father, in diſtinction from the Son, 


John 7.17, confeſs. And if a God that has another aboy 
him, can be equal to a God that has none aboy 
him; or if ews who are unequai in Excellency 
can be both alike: Infinite, that, is, can have bot 
of *em all the ſame. Excellencies in perfection 

J thiak there is an end of all rational Diſcourh 
on the point, when Writings. and Words mu 
not be taken with Simplicity, in their obyion 
Meaning, but be made to ſignify quite contran 
to the common Senſe of Mankind, merely t 
ſerve an Hypotheſis at a pinch. 


Let me only by the by take notice of one Pi 
ſage more from Mr. B. p. 57. where he pt 
tends that the Unitarians lay as great a ſtumllig 
in the way of the Mahometans, by: giving religiu 
Worſhip to one who is God by Office,. as the Tri 

nitari ans do by their Doctrine of the Incarnatim, 
and that the Mahometans worſhip. not Mahon 
himſelf. To which 1 muſt reply, that tis 10 
merely the Incarnation of a God in general, ti 

is pretended to be ſuch a Stumbling-Block, bil 
that one who is God ſhould be incarnate, and Jg 
5 555 | 1 
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aun, other Perſons be God too, who are not ſo. =. 
ig Mis is 2 terrible ſcandal to the Fews and Ma- | 
ma Tho to the ordinary Pagans this may be 

he ealing enough, as agreeing with Polytheiſm: 


it as to the Mahometans, I may ſafely ſay, the 
ving Divine Worſhip to Jeſus Chriſt as a Su- 
eme God, is a fatal Stumbling-block which they 
e not able to get over. Whereas the Wor- 


ep of him witk inferior Worſhip, as a great 

u opbet and Lord, would be none, if other Dif- 

da olties were remov'd. For Mr. B. is much miſ- 

y ken in ſaying they worſhip not Mahomet; for 

„ reading the Turkiſh Hiſtory I find the contrary, 

naa meet with three ſorts of Worſhip paid by 
„em to that falſe Prophet. Firſt, They ſwear 
bim. Secondly, They bow their Bodies in 
ponfMdoration at the mention of his Name, as they 
boat God's, but only they bow not their Heads 

nc, low. And Thirdly, They pray to him. And 

bot erefore Mr, B. goes on a falſe ground. Al See Pitts's 
100! arſe to God, and to Mahomet our Maſter, is Account of - 
dauer Worſtap. . 
A „ 
ion 9 1 No K 1 5 5 | 2 | We 

tra And now having finiſh'd my Argument, upon 

e review 1 have ſaid what I really believe is 


e Truth of the Goſpel, and to the true Ho- : 


ber of my Bleſſed Saviour. If any think other- MA 
pro iſe, 1 can however profeſs from my very Heart, 20 
waar 1 have not done it from any Inclination 

g leſſen the Honour of the Lord of Glory. I 

Tank God I am much rather diſpos'd to con- 

tion; aculate.than to envy his higheſt: Glory, were 

one ever ſo great, if real and juſt z but I dare | 

not accept his Perſon, nor talk wickedly, even for 

tu. 1 am jealous for the peerleſs Majeſty of 

„bu Lord of Hoſts, the God of all Gods. _ 

d yd ed yo on oe i Oe 


After 


140 Of the Worſhip of Feſus Chriſt, 
After all, tho I am not conſcious of z 
wrong Interpretation of the Sacred Scriptun 
yet I dare not ſpeak in the ranting Stile of, 
Monſ. L' late furious Writer, who on. ſuppoſition thy 
Abbadie of Jeſus Chriſt be not the Supreme God, of th 
Chriſt's ſame Eſſence with the Father, ſticks not to ſan 
— PromitY, that Mahomet was far the honeſter Perſon of f 
Ye 3. P.3· fo, ſince Lars Chriſt bas written in ſuch u 
enſnaring dangerous manner to inſinuate the coy 
trary into Mens Minds. I ſay, I dare not þ 
boldly and ſcornfully accuſe my Saviour, as h 
ſay on the contrary, That if he be the ſan 
God, and the ſelf-ſame Being with the Fathy 
(which I am ſtill ſatisfy'd the Scripture nem 
ſays) he then betrays Men into Infidelity, int 
Blaſphemy, and Atheiſm ; and that Chriſtianity 
is but a Farce, a Trick, &c. (which is that At 
thor's Stile) becauſe he has ſaid ſo much thy 
looks the contrary way, as if he would deceive Met 
No, I doubt not but what he has done in thi 
matter, is wiſely done: tho he may have | 
many things difficult and dubious, tis not fir 
one ſide to ſay he means thus, or he is a Dt 
ceiver; and the other, that he means the cot 
trary, or he is ſo. What ſcorn muſt be done t 
the Holy Jeſus before Infidels, when all fides ſlul 
take this liberty? Sure that Gentleman nent 
conſiders that the Unitarians think he has ſpoket 
as much to countenance their Senti ments, as It 
can imagine he has ſaid in the Goſpel to upbol 
his: and that at this rate the Papiſts may {aj 
he is a Deceiver like Mahomet, if the Hoſt be nt 
his proper true Body, ſince he ſaid it; and ti 
Anthropomorphites, that God is a Lyar if he hai 
not proper bodily Parts, which he ſo oft pro: 
feſſes. Thus it may go round to Remanſtrau 
and Contra-Remonſtrants, Lutherans and Culviniſi 
and where ſhall it ſtop ? Thus by the Majorl 
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Chriſtians themſelves, their common Lord 
1] be caſt for an Impoſtor, and the Jews juſ- 
ed in crucify ing him. What then muſt Fews 
1 Mahometans think of Chriſt and his Reli- 
bn, when Chriſtians give him ſo little Credit, 
t they profeſs to renounce him, if their par- 
lar Senſe of ſome Sayings be not what he 
ended? I am griev'd that ſo many Trinita- 
„ ſhould diſcover ſo little Reverence for the 
ly Jeſus, and breathe forth ſo much Raſnneſs 
d Rage, Malignity and Uncharitableneſs; and 
ile they plead for his Deity, ſeem to put off 
ir own Humanity, ſave that they manage all 
th the Wrath of Man, which ſhall never work 
Righteouſneſs of God. I pray God quench 
s intemperate Zeal, which comes not from 
dye; for that is gentle and peaceable. Whillt 
jeartily pray, that what I have written may 
er proſper nor- prevail, unleſs it be the Cauſe 
God and Truth, which I have pleaded : Lee 
Tongue cleave to the Roof of my Mouth, and 
Right Hand (that writes this) forget her Cun- 
7, If I prefer not the Truth and Honour of 
d and his Chriſt, before any By-Intereſt or 
putation in this World, I ſometimes deſire ta 
leve higher things of the Son of God: but 
ten I look into the Scriptures, I cannot find 
couragement to regard him higher than as my 
diator with the moſt High, whoſe Ability to 
e to the utmoſt is laid mainly or wholly on this, 
auſe he ever lives to make Interceſſion for us Heb. 7.26 
h God. But ſure none will ſay, that the dus 
me God is mighty to ſave, becauſe he can in- 6 
cede with another for Help and Salvation. 
Lo conclude, I will only add, that ſuppoſing the 
tter of Diſpute were equally evident on both 
es (which 1 don't think, nor do my Adver- 
les) yet J judge there is much more Safery 38 
this 
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142 Of the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, 
” this point of the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt ory 
| ſide, than on the other, For ſuppoſing (as Mt. 


and the Modal Trinitarians ſay) that Jeſus Chy 

were the very ſame Being with the Father; i * 
in worſhipping one God the Father, we yi" 
Worſhip to the Divine Being: and he who m 5 


ſhips one Infinite God, ſurely worſhips all thy 
adorable with Divine Worſhip. I deſire to kn 
what I leave out unworſhip'd, when I workj 
God the Father of all, and of Jeſus Chriſt: 
they tell me I pay no Honour to the thy 
Modes or Perſonalities, which they ſuppoſe to 
in God; I muſt ask them, if there be any 
vine adorable Perfections in the other two M 
or Perſonalities, which are not in the Fathe 


If not, then 1 leave nothing unworſhip'd tall 
| is to be worſhip'd in God, more than t= 
If there be, then the God and Father of J . 
Chriſt has not all Perfections in him, nor ist 1 


Object of all Divine Adoration, but here is fit 
Divine Worſhip which he cannot challeng 
which 1 think is a very reproachfal Affront! 
him, to whom not only ſome, but all Hi 
and Glory, all Bleſſing and Praiſe is due. 
Nay, ſuppofing there were ſuch perſonal ok 
yet ſince they are not the grounds of Worſy 
(for we don't worſhip the Father for havin 
Son, nor the Son for having the Holy Spirit) 
God is only worſhip'd for his eſſential PerfeQi 
and Dominion, for his infinite Power, Wiſdol 
and Goodneſs, &c, which are common to alli 
ſuppos'd Three : it follows there can be no fi 
fault in worſhipping God without regard to thi 
diſtinct Modes, which are not properly adorall 
only the Eſſence under them. I adore not t 
_ Paternity, or Filiation, or Proceſſion ;, but I adorell 
finite Power and Goodneſs, &c. in worſhippll 
God, even the Father. as 


ippil 


on Unitarian Principles, 

But now on the other hand, ſappoſing Jeſus 

hriſt to be another Being, next, but inferior 
the Father; the Trinitarians, Who worſhip 

) other Being, but what is the Father's, or the 

preme Being, muſt needs be found to give no 


yorſnip at all to Jeſus Chriſt, according to Mr. B. 


ho they hold te the two Names of God and his 
», yet they leave out the laſt in reality, and 
off one Object of Worſhip ; for they wor- 
ip not the Son, while they honour the Father's 
ing only. The Unitarians leave not out their 
hriſt, who is ſuppos'd to be in the Supreme 
eing 3 but the Trinitarians leave out owys, and 
ſown him, not the Name, but the Being or 
hing; unleſs they worſhip the human Nature 

Creature» At moſt it can but be pretended 
gainſt me, that I give too much to Jeſus Chriſt, 
cording to my Notion of him (which yet I judge 
have vindicated) whereas if they err, they not 
ily give him too little, but no Worſhip at all; 
ying in effect, that the Lamb (or ſacrificd Man 
ſus Chriſt) is not worthy to receive Honour and 
orſhip, Tho ?tis plain in Rev. 5. 13, that he is 
orſhip'd as diſtin& from God in his Dignity; 
ot as ſitting on the Throne, which is God's pecu- 
ar Royalty, but as ſtanding before the midſt of 
among the Angels or Saints, ver. 6. and fo is 
— ſubordinately to the great enthron'd 
„ SOT ie 
So that 'tis a Value for the Honour of Joſus 
briſt, againſt thoſe who degrade him as un wor- 
y, that makes me plead his Cauſe againſt the 


odal Trinitarians ; who, amidſt the abundance 


magnificent Flouriſhes, and pompous Strains 
bout his Glory, do really repreſent him as 100 
ear for our ſubordinate Worſhip and Homage; 


lenying him that deriv'd Glory, which the Fa- 


her in reward of his Obedience has beſtowed 
| = upon 


8 


E 


N = as 1 
144 Of the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, 

upon him: and ſo deprive him of his great 0h 
ry. Nor does it make any amends to him, u 
hear them talk of his Divine Worſhip, wilt 
under the name of Chriſt's or God's Aninte 
they mean God himſelf; and fo give that Won 
ſhip not to Chriſt himſelf, but to another, vix. . 
the Father, whoſe Being is not the Son's, but li 
With this kind of inferior Worſhip our 10 
has been honour'd from the beginning ; and th 
there has been a great Defection from this pun 
Religion, yet as I believe the generality of hone 
plain Chriſtians have intended no other Wor 
of Jeſus Chriſt, than as Mediator (amidſt all th 
unintelligible Phraſes of another import, thi 
their Teachers put into their Mouths) fo a co 
ſiderable Body of the Chriſtian Church has a 
along ſo worſhip'd him; I mean all the num. 
rous Churches of the Neſtorians, who have in thi 
point preſerv'd the Truth from the Times d 
Turret. Arianiſm: Neſtoriani non adorabant Chriſtum u 
| «gow Deum, & a Patribus Idotolatrie accuſantur. Not 
fe 10% the Neſtorians are acknowledg'd to be a Brand 
of the Arians or Photinians, or very near ahi 
to them. See Furieu's Paſtor. Let. Vol. I. p. 1 
Sandii Nucl. p. 118, 119. And theſe Church 
in the Eaſt are ſo numerous, that, if Sandius con: 
pute right, they are far more than the Member 
of the Church of Rome, and have all along cont 
nu'd for ſo many Ages, that for onght I knon 
the Unitarians may pretend in them to as pool 
+ a Succeſſion and Viſibility, as any other Churct- 
es, if that was needful, eſpecially in this Point 

of Worſhip. 8 . 
Thus 1 think I have taken in all that Mr. 5. 
has offer'd on the Head of Worſhip, which 1 judgl 
moſt proper to be anſwer'd; both becauſe be 
ſeems to be eſpecially confident of the Streng 
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on Unitarian Principles. 


ff his Argument here, and alſo becauſe, while 
ther Arguments contain only Matter of Specu- 
tion immediately, this does immediately con- 
rn our daily Practice, in our Addreſſes to Hea- 
en, in which a ſerious Chriſtian will earneſtly 
quire Satisfaction, and I think cannot have true 
ace, till he has uſed ſerious Endeavours to 

now his Duty: In which thou, O Father of 
ichts, be merciful to us and guide us. 7 am 4 

ranger on this Earth: Hide not thy Command 
ents from me. | | 


Laus Deo, & Chriſto Mediators; 
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UPREME DEITY 
1 or. 
| GOD the Father 


DEMONSTRATED. 


Being a Short, but Full Anſwer to 
Dr. Sherlock's Proofs of our Saviour's 
Divinity, or whatever can be urg d 
againſt the Supremacy of the Firſt 
Perſon of the Ho LY TRINIT . 
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he Supreme Deity of God the 
Father demonſtrated, &c. 


Fz=| F falſe Accuſations and uncharitable 
Cenſures, if torturing ſome Texts 
and trifling with others, and all this 
LEY Wl ſet off with a magiſterial Arrogance 

—_ and tragical Exclamations, over- 
Woking the myſterious Nonſenſe of his own Opi- 
ons, ſuch as a deriv'd Self-exiftent, or a begotten 
rt Cauſe, &c. and miſrepreſenting thoſe of his 
dverſaries, that they may deſerve ſuch a Charge; 


e Unitarians, the Doctor has ſhown himſelf a 
ave Champion againſt them, in his late Book 
he Deity of Jeſus Chriſt, in which there is ſcarce 
y thing new, but what is either extravagant 
trivial. e 3 
The Unitarians cannot but think it very hard 
be ſo virulently inſalted by every Tritheiff; 
o ſtands condemn'd not only of Hereſy, but 
aniſm. And with relation to the Doctor him- 
f, it has been openly declar'd by divers Digni- 
les of the Church, that the Opinion of a Tri- 
y of infinite Minds is much worſe than Socini- 
I nay, as much as Paganiſm is worſe than 
daiſm, ſay ſome, Nor do I take op ſuch an 
LY :;-- Accu- 


ay, if this be a wiſe or ſolid way of confuting 
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The Supreme Deity 

Accuſation againſt ſo great an Elder in th 
Church, without two Witneſſes: The one is D. 
South, in the Preface to Tritheiſm charg'd upon I, 
Sherlock, &-c. who declares the aboveſaid jj 
nion to be Pagarviſm. The other the Biſhop 
Gloceſter, in his late Reflections on Dr. Sherlock, 
Examination, &c. where he tells us, his Examin 
lies under a greater Scandal than that of a Socini, 
eves that of a Tritheiſt: Tho, to do the Dody 
Juſtice, he is even with the Nominal Trinitar 
ans or Moraliſts, charging them to be work 
than the Socini ant, on the other hand; becat 
tho he judges their Hereſy to be the ſame, yeti 
the others 'tis join'd with Nonſenſe, which! 
ſomething worſe than Hereſy alone. And i 
both ſides declare the Socinians to be better thi 
themſelves are in the account of each other; 
- Upon this occaſion, one can hardly forte 
inquiring how it comes to paſs, that Men of th 
Tritheiſtick Notions have been and are fo wan 
cheriſh'd both in the Boſom of the Church, u 
_ alſo among the Diſſenters; when at the ſame tim 
there is ſo much Fury and uncharitable Severlh 
among them both, towards the more harmlt 
Vnitarians. It can be no great Proof eitherd 


the Honeſty or Juſtice of thoſe Churches, e 
deal fo partially, as to perſecute the leſs Er , 
neous, and to dignify them that are more gro 
ſo, Unitarians, it ſeems, muſt not ſpeak if 
themſelves; while the others have leave to ot 
der and inſult them, as appears by the Do&orſen' 
Book, „„ Ra h 
IIlIt is evident his Expoſitions of the Scripte 
have been often baffled, which yet he rept hic 
without taking notice of what has been oil: Wir 
to overthrow 'em. It were very eaſy tors 
the Vanity of his new Interpretations, which! CG 
da 


ſeems he could not advance without beſpatif 


of God the Father. 


g the learned Commentators of his own fide 


„mean not of the Tritheiſt fide, but of the 77i- 
Dan, if there be a difference) and therefore 
wi 1crs fly at the Generality of our celebrated 


anotators. One while they are with him Men 


ey aſſert domuright Hereſy, p. 167. and all be- 
uſe they can ſee nothing againſt the Sociniant, 
ſuch Texts as he makes the great Support of 
s Arguments, without one good Reaſon for 


Al 

tu. 1. 3, 4+ Made of the Seed of David, according 
he Fleſh, and declar'd to be the Son of God with 
d (wer, according to the Spirit of Holineſs, by the 
tau erection from the Dead. This he calls an ex- 


ſs Declaration of two diſtinct Natures in the Son 
God : And fo there is in every Man, Heſh and 
irit; what then? But ſays he, according to the 


nuently it implies he had another Nature. Tho 


tos be nothing to the Arians, yet, tis not true. 
eric Phraſe uaT& oopre never fignifies according 
mith Human Nature: The Doctor knew it well 
er 0ugh, that in Rom. 4. 1. c. 9. 3. 1 Cor, 10. 18. 
ß ere we read, Abraham our Father after the Fleſh, 


ay, in all theſe places it could not be ſo taken, 
if acl and Abraham had two Natures, or 
other beſide the Human. But becauſe the 
ention of ſuch Texts had baffled his Argument, 
had the Honeſty not to take notice of 'em, 
o one of 'em was the Verſe but one before that 
epeußß ich he argues from. Will ſach childiſh Craft 
er uphold his Cauſe long ? 'Tis plain, that the 
raſe, according to the Fleſh, ſignifies according 


L 4 - 


ſo, is, according to Human Nature, and con- 


Carnal Deſcent; and if there be any Oppoſi- 
palin in the other Phraſe, according to the Spirit, 


Levity and Wantonneſs, p. 24. another while 5 


Kinſmen after the Fleſh, Iſrael after the Fleſh; | 


The Supreme Deity 

it notes his Spiritual Deſcent. Not that Je 
_ Chriſt was conſtituted of theſe two, but he hat 
his Origination both ways; he was of his Mͤ. 
ther's Subſtance, by the Power of the Spirit. 9 
that after the Fleſh, or by the Mother's fide, he 
Vas the Son of David; but by the other ſide, x 
from the Spirit, he was the Son of God, tho th 
fame Man ſtill: And then what does all hi 
ſtraining come to? Is not here a goodly Found: 

tion for his Proof of Chriſt's Deity? 
Another weak Obſervation he makes on Jl 
1. 14. The Unitarians ſay, it ſhould be render 
the Word was (not was made) Fleſp; becauſe thi 
common reading juſtifies Eutychianiſm. For on 
thing is not properly made another by mere b. 
nion to it; but by a natural Change, as the V. 
ter was made Wine. No perſonal Union can juſt 
fy the. ſaying God was made Man We cane 
ſay, the Soul is made Body or Bones, becauſe unite 
thereto. So that to ſay the Word, meaning G00 
was made Fleſh, is far beyond a perſonal Union 
and implies, that the infinite Divine Nature nu 
really chang'd into a corruptible thing. I chi 
lenge the Doctor, or any Man, to ſhew me thi 
ever &ytvero ſignifies was united; and if not, thi 
the Trinitarian Senſe of that Text is certaiil 
falſe, except they allow the Eutychian Heretic 
Senſe. And therefore the Unitarians ſay the Wai 
was Fleſh, or Chriſt the Word and Meſlenger e 
God was a.frail mortal Man like us, in whom i 
vertheleſs God's Glory ſhone forth. | 
Now, ſays our great Critick Dr. Sherlock, ti. 
cannot be, that tytrero ſhould be render nd 
| Fleſh, Why not? Is it not ſo ver. 6. There ws 
Man ſent ? But, ſays he, tis never to be render 
was, when *tis a Copula between a Subject and alt 
gicate: and yet the good Doctor could not perceſt 
that in that very Text which he ſpeaks * 


of God the Father. 

ord LyEveTo is certainly (tho he did not under- 
and it) a Copula between av9por®- and dm ane 
%“, which laſt Word is the Predicate, and no 
art of the Subject. I don't think the Doctor 
25 any good luck either at Criticiſms in Greek, 
r Speculations in Divinity, to encourage him to 
o on, after ſo many Stumbles, 85 

But becauſe *tis endleſs to be capping Texts, 
rhile we fix not a Rule of interpreting them, 
at each expounds 'em according to his pre-con- 
ivd Hypotheſis, therefore, to come to ſome 
ſue of the Controverſy, *tis neceſſary to fix on 
me Principles agreed on both ſides, and by 
hem to take our Meaſures, in interpreting Texts 
hat are of variable Accommodation, unleſs the 
enſe be deter min'd by the Nature of the Subject. 
And this is the beſt way to find in what Senſe the 
ame of God is intended, whether for a Supreme 
r Secondary Power (for naturally *tis no more one 
han the other, as the Term Lord among us) and 
hat Creation is intended, Old or New, and what 

orſhip, &c. when attributed to Jeſus Chriſt, 

To this end I will lay down the Doctor's own 
we for expounding Scripture, and obſerve it 
with his own Limitations, 

His Rule for expounding Scripture,when we ap- 
eal to it for Deciſion of any Queſtion,is this; viz. 
Vo confine our ſelves to the plain and natural Significa- P. 64. 
ion of the Words, And tho he ſays,his Adverſarys will 
ppoſe this with all their Might; and if this be once 
dmitted, there is an end of Soeinianiſm : Vet he 
s much miſtaken, they'll freely give him this 
maginary Advantage, becauſe they judge the fair 
dbvious Senſe of Scripture is for the Unitarians, 
ind againſt their Oppoſers. Ill ſeek no more 
iberty in going off from the natural Senſe of a 
ext, than'the: Doctor himſelf allows in his Ex- 
plication of his Rule, For, 1 
HE. „„ a He 
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P. 66. 


The Supreme Deity 


Fe grants, we may recede from the obrin 


| literal Senſe, when the Nature of the thing wil yi © 
allow a proper literal Senſe ; That it would be ah ds 
to underſtand ſome things literally; and that 171 
way to know what is 4 Metaphor, and what n,j { 
from a previous Knowledge of the Nature of tic 
things to which they are apply'd. So that if ty): 
Daitarians can ſhew, that the Nature of a dm 
Being, will not admit the Title of Supreme ce. 
or Firſt Cauſe, then they have his leave to defi 5, 
the Title of Supreme God to Jeſus Chriſt fro ov. 
a previous Knowledge of his Nature, that ui,, 
not admit it. And indeed to argue from tyMilleſi 
Nature of the Subject, is better than to auf err 
from a thouſand dubious Texts; becauſe ti 
muſt all be determin'd in their Senſe, from Tiny 
A* ft. NE d: 
Nay, I will not only cloſe with his Rule, but Hai. 
will approve his Example too, by which he 1A 1. 
luſtrates it: When we read of the Face, Eyes, E 
Hands of God, ſays he, we know all this muſt be th t 
pounded to a metaphorical Senſe, becauſe Reaſon al a 
Scripture aſſure us God has no Body, So then, Min! 
it can be made appear, that the Unirarians bu e 
as good reaſon to reject what the Doctor accoum la. 
the literal Senſe of the Scripture, as to the 7, od 
nity and Deity of Feſus Chriſt, as he or bis Patel 
have for rejecting the Opinion of the Anthroio | 
morphites, or of God's having a Body; then it mu hig 
be granted that they act juſtly, and offer h 
more Violence than the Doctor himſelf, and otha ex 
Trinitarians. And upon this Point I will joy 5 
iſſue with him, and leave it to impartial Men thc 
judge whether the Unitarians have not bet tic 
Reaſons for denying the Supreme Deity of Jeſo nd 
_ Chriſt than the Doctor, or the Trinitarians Cl mb 
pretend for denying God to have a Body, up% 0 
l 


- Their Principles. 


Fil, 


of God the Father. 


irſt, 1 am afraid, tho * Doctor rejeas 
Opinion of God's having a Body, with great 
ſdain and poſitive Aſſurance; yet upon his 
nitarian Principles, he has no reaſon at all 
ſo doing: but is bound to hold that groſs 
tion along with the Opinion of the Incarnation 
the Supreme God the Son, by a perſonal Union to a 
dy; becauſe this laſt juſtifies the other. Where 
e Text is alledg'd for the Incarnation of God 
Sm, 1 ſuppoſe a thouſand may be brought to 


7, of old. The Doctor owns, there is full 


arrant his quitting the-literal Senſe, and aſſure 
| that God has no external Shape and Body. But I 
ny the 28 ſays any ſuch thing directly; 
das to Reaſon, by his Principles, it cannot be 
4iaſt that Opinion neither, oe 
1. Where does the Scripture ſay God had 30 
dy? Does it not ſay he had Face and Eyes, &c. 


4 Spirit (tho but once, John 4. 24. where the 
nſe is doubtful too:) But what then? may 
e not be an embodyd Spirit for all that, as 
an is? Sure the Anthropomorphites may allow 
zod to have a Spirit to atiimate his Body, as 


d pretend to join Scripture with Reaſon, that he 
ight not be thought to rely on Reaſon alone, in 


Texts. | To 
- $0 that I doubt Reaſon muſt take the matter 
holly upon it ſelf, to maintain that the Deity 
tho ſaid to have almoſt all the bodily Members 
nder the Old Teſtament) was not an incarnate 
mbody'd Spirit, or perſonally united to Fleſh, 
ut all proud Reaſon ſo correct Revelation? 
4nd that not in one ſingle Text, but ia the cur- 
| : „ rent 


ell as Men have. So that the Doctor ſeems but 


ove bodily Members to belong to God the Fa- 


ſftimony z only he ſays, Reaſon and Scripture 


t never ſays he had none ? It ſays indeed, God 


hwarting the literal Senſe of ſo many thouſand 


156 


What tho it ſeems harſh, has not God ſaid i 


rent strain of Scripture: And theſe Texts f 


All the Abſurdities (at leaſt as great as any) whid 


along, than for God the Son to have one for et! 


De Supreme Deity 


plain (may ſome ſay, after the Trinitarian Di. 
lect) that God muſt needs intend to be underſtoy 
in that obvious Senſe, or to deceive us in a ye 
great Point, by ſpeaking contrary to the know 
Uſe of Words. What! cannot the Trinitarig 
humble their Reaſon to ſo many clear Text] 


and is not that enough? How know they hoy 
far he can ſeparate all Imperfection from a Boy 
tho their ſhallow Reaſon cannot comprehend it! 
This is juſt ſuch Pride of Reaſon as they charge u 
Unitarians, but yet damn and perſecute em fy 
it; while on their own ſide *tis no Crime at all, 
But the worſt of it is, I don't ſee how Refi 
it felf can help the Doctor in this caſe neither 
I mean, according to his Notion of a perſonal b 
nion of the Divine Nature in Jefus Chriſt tot 


Human Body; becauſe this Opinion has exadl 


he can charge upon the Anthropomorphites. All 
if his Reaſon can admit 'em all in the one ck; 
why ſhould it be affrighred with them in th 
other? This is but mere Humour, not Juſtice n0 
Reaſon... Therefore, 

2. How can Reaſon aſſure the Doctor, or any d 
his Party, that God has not had a Body all along 
from the firſt ? If nothing but utter Im poſſibiliſ 
muſt drive us to a figurative Senſe of the Text, 
how can they pretend it impoſſible for God t0 
have bodily Members ? For they can never d 
monſtrate any Impoſſibility in it; but contratt 
wiſe do declare it to be poſſible hay more, tra 
the Divine Nature act uallyj is incarnate, is mad e 
Fleſh, and had Blood to ſhed in the ſecond Perſon, Wii © 
and why not in the firſt Perſon before? Is it mort 
impoſſible foq; God the Father to have a Body al 


When 


of God the Father. 
n both are {aid to be the ſame Divine Nat ure? 
Iner 'tis an eternal Contradiction to true Rea> 
for God to have 4 Body, or *tis none at 


* . for true Reaſon is ever the ſame, And 
* efore, 


he Trinitarians Mouths muſt be for ever ſtopt 
e; they muſt not talk of the ImperfeQions 
t attend a Body, or the like: for ſince they 
there is no ImperfeQion in it, that hinders 
Divine Nature in the Son from being incar- 
„by a perſonal Union to a Body; why ſhould 
hinder the Incarnation of the ſame Nature in 


5 Father? None need plead for more in the 
f e, than that God the Father, under the Old 
a tsment, has all along been perſonally unired to 


Body, as nearly as God the Son 1s ſaid to be ſo 
ler the Goſpel, by the TrinitarTans, 


ſen as the other, as well as by Scripture. So 
n either let the Doctor confeſs he has no Rea- 


ct under the Old Teſtament; or let him juſtify 


* ine Nature in the Son under the New; ſince” 
y muſt needs have as good Reaſon on their 


1y of» © the Doctor on his. Renounce both, or 
low Id both Opinions together, ſince they are ſo 
lit Ich alike; and for ſhame ceaſe clamourlag a- 
ren, nſt the Unit ari ans, and reproaching them with 


aining the Scriptures, while you imitate 'em 
the utmoſt 3 and but for the very ſame Prac- 


ati (viz. putting the moſt eaſy and rational Senſe 
chat” fe Script ures) you cannot avoid turning As- 
mail oporzorphite and Mugglet oni an. ? 


o 


One Opinion is as defenſible at the Bar of 


Sociniaus In denying the Incarnation of any 


Here the Unitarians might reſt, as having ſaid 
mot Pugh to juſtify their Procedure, by an Argu- 
nt ad hominem; but ex abundnati, they can ſnhe 
ever re ſolid and direct Reaſon ſtill, why they re- 
5 nounce 


* 
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nounce the Doctor's Notion of the Trinity 


of their Reaſons, even ſuch as he muſt own b 


Three, or more ſuch: But if he meant that! 
Son is a diſtin Subſtance, begotten of the! 


P. 80. 


that whatever Difficulty there is in conceiving 411 


he is; or to be the Supreme God, or Firſt Cu 


this, and Dr. Whitby abundantly diſcovers it. 


The Supreme Deity 


Supreme Deity of Jeſus Chriſt, and much g 
er than he can ſhew, upon his Principles, fort 
fuſing to be an Anthropomorphite. I'll tell him fy 


pertinent, if made out. 5 

Firſt, they judge it very hard to ſuppol 
deriv'd Being to be the moſt High God. f 
Doctor owns Jeſus Chriſt to be a begotten: Brin 
diſtinct ſubſtantial Perſon : and when he tell 


rity in Unity, yet there is none in the Notion of (i 
having an Eternal Son; he muſt mean a dj 
ſubſtantial Son, tho of the ſame ſpecifick Nati 
for elſe it is as great a Difficulty as that off 
Trinity in Unity, if I muſt conceive the ſame ſiꝶ 
Subſtance to be an underiv'd Father, and jt 
begotten Son. Two ſuch Perſons in the fi 
Unity of Subſtance, is as hard to conceine 


ther, then *tis not indeed hard to conceive Gl 
having a Son; but *tis very hard till, to beli 
this begotten Son to be the very God, whoſe) 


when his Being is deriv'd from a Father. 

For whether Modern and Nominal or | 
Trinitarians, they generally own, that our I 
one Chriſt derives his Divine Nature from 

ather. The Notion of a Son implies it; 
Primitive Fathers declare the Father to bet 
Fountain of the Son's Deity, and ſome of em 
preſly ſay he was the Cauſe. The Doctor grill 


his Comment on Fohz 14. 28. that the Son rect 
his Divine Nature dependently from the Fabi 
And Mr. Boyſe, in his Vindicat. ſays, his Div 
Nature is deriv'd. In ſhort, 'tis the Go 

| | all 


of God the Father. 159 
ith of the Trinitarians in the Nicene Creed, 


n is the Standard of their Orthodoxy, and 4 
+ rt of the conſtant publick Worſhip, and ſab- 
to by Diſſenters, That he is God of Gd; not 


1 of the Father, to denote the Relation, but 

4 of God, to denote the Divine Eſſence or Na- 

re to be deriv'd, as God; i. e. his Divine Nature 

the Divine Nature of the Fgther: So that 

oſo denies the Son's Deity to be deriv'd, declines 

om the common Nicene Faith (and ſets up a 

vel Doctrine) as much as the Unitarians. 

Now here the Unitarians find matter of Ob- 
ftion : They think, as the Doctor in his ſober | 
nods ſays, That the moſt natural Notion of God P. 128. 
that he is the Firſt Cauſe. But then how can 


1 L auſed deriv'd Being from another Cauſe ? Can 
e 5 e be poſſibly more than a ſecond Cæuſe, who has 


auſe of himſelf ? The univerſally receiv'd No- 

dn of a God among Men, is, that he is abſolute- 

the Firſt Unoriginate Cauſe ;, and 'tis only by 

- (oi = onſtrating ſuch a Being, that I can prove a 

iy. We muſt trace remote Effects up to a 

rj} Cauſe that is ſelf-exiſtent : and ſhould we 

gue with an Atheiſt to prove a God, tis this 

e muſt drive him to. But if we tell him only of > 

ie whom we confeſs to be but a begorten Son, 

riv'd of his Father; he would jultly reply, 

at this is not to the purpoſe, for Proof of 

hat Mankind mean by a God. There may be 

| an eternal Succeſſion of Cauſes, if the higk- 

k Being I can pretend to, be but a begotten Be- 

(and if Chriſt's Being be the higheſt E- 

ice, then the higheſt Eſſence that we acknow- 

de is but a derived one) and fo the Atheiſt 

in never be confuted this way, No, I muft 

d another Being who has the Self-exiftence 

d Independence, which Jeſus Chriſt is not 

erended to have by the Doctor himſelf, 
| or 


Vindic. 


Trin. 


. 78. 


+ 
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is but a finite Being which wants any Perfection, 


| ſential perfections as the Father; not ſo H- 


Being can be, which is plain Arianiſm. Fore 
ry Exception of a Perfection is a Limitation, al 


The Supreme Deity 
or J am ſtill to ſeek for my ultimate End. 
whom to reſt my Mind. — Mi 

So that there is no good Proof of the De 
without Unoriginate Self-exiſtence : and then hy 
ſhall I prove Jeſus Chriſt to be that Deity, if þ 
has not that Perfection? To prove him to hy 
all Power and Wiſdom, &c. does not do it, if it 
ſuch only as a deriv'd Being may receive; au 
alſo if it come from a higher Fountain and Ca 
Self-exiſtence then being the moſt peculiar, 20 
moſt indiſputably Divine Perfection, and eſſenti 
to the Deity, I would faia know, whether heh 
the moſt abſolutely perfect Being, who wary 
this molt certainly Divine and nobleſt PerfeRtin 
Nay, the Doctor has told us, That an infinite l 
ing ſignifies a Being that has all poſſible Perfection. 
and that is a finite imperfect Being, that way 
any Perfeftions, So that he muſt either hen 
that Self-exiſtence, and prime Cauſality, 2 
abſolute Independency is 20 Perfection; or elſe mil 
grant that the Son, who is not ſelf-exiſtent a 
independent, does want a glorious Divine Pet 
fetion—--and then by his own Confeſſion, Ti 


To ſay the Son is equal in other things, bu 
not in this, is to give up the Cauſe : tis tit 
ſame as to ſay, that he is not the ſame Natur, 
but eſpecially different, not having all the ſame 


nourable or Amiable ; being inferior to him upoi 
the whole, but yet as like him as another infer 


a limited Being is not the moſt High. Men mi 
talk and write againſt the Unitarians to i 
World's end, and to no purpoſe, till they anſve! 
this Objection; for 'tis here the matter ſtich 
and in this they triumph, as unanſwerable. * 


of God the Father. 


And this 1 rather urge, becauſe *tis according 


the Doctor's own Rule, who tells us, That 
m the previous Knowledge of the Nature of the 
je, we muſt learn what Senſe to give to Ex- 
eſſons and Characters that are apply'd to it. 
re then we have a deriv'd dependent Being under 
ofideration 3 the Queſtion now is, In what 
nſe the Title of God, and other Characters, can 
apply'd to him? Whether the Title of Supreme 
4, or of Subordinate, be intended ? If it be not 
refore conſiſtent with. a derivative dependent 
ng to be the Supreme God, or the Firſt Cauſe 
hich the Doctor ſays is our moſt natural No- 
n of God) then the Unitarians act moſt wiſe- 

in not applying that Character of God to him 


o is a deriv'd Being, in ſuch a high Senſe as 


> Nature of the Subject will not admit; and 
refore it muſt be in a ſubordinate Senſe. 


oth ſides agree in it, that the Son is a deri- 


ive Being: So that all the: Titles of God, 
xd, &c, and the Attributes of Power and Know- 
ge, Worſhip, and Works of Creation, &c. 


ſt be ſo underſtood as they are capable of be- 


ging to ſuch a deriv'd Being. We muſt not, 
m uncertain Titles and Names, think to de- 
mine what the Subject is (which is to come in 
the Back-door, a more obſcure way) when we 
| 4 prior; prove that the Subject is not capable 
ſuch Names and Titles in the pretended Senſe: 
but reaſon that the known Nature of the 
dect ſhould rule and limit the Senſe of uncer- 
n Names and Characters, &c. rather than equi- 
al Names and Words ſhould rule the Subject, 
be brought to force upon it what 'tis well 
wn it cannot bear. Such Worſhip, ſuch Pow= 
&c. as a dependent deriv'd Being is capable of, 
all that the Scripture aſcribes to him. *Tis 
ch eaſier to ſuppoſe a ſubordinate _ to 
| | | ave 
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The Supreme Deity 
have ſubordinate Power and Worſhip, and th 
Names of God in a ſubordinate Senſe, than t 
ſuppoſe a derivative begotten Being to be th 
Supreme God: The Unitarians think the fit, 
2 the Trinitarians the latter, and more a. 
1urd. | | 
Lis therefore a pleaſant Fancy in the Dodo 
to challenge us to prove, That the one God is by 
one Perſon, any otherwiſe than as the Father, mh 
the Fountain of the Deity, who begat a Son in his om 
| Likeneſs [not in his own Sameneſs, but it ſeem, 
as Adam did, Gen. 5. 3. ] is call'd the only true Gul, 
That is, we may not prove there is but one Pe 
ſon that is God, from this prime eſſential Perk, 
tion of Self-exiſtence, which 'tis granted belong 
but to one Perſon : which is juſt the ſame as y 
ſay, we muſt not prove it by that which is th 
moſt evident, and perhaps the only way to find 
out what Perſon is moſt High God. But wy 
ſhould he think us ſuch Fools to let go our bi 
Arguments, and then to try if we can prove ou 
Cauſe without 'em? No, Sir, firſt do you ſhi 
us, that this is no neceſſary eſſential Perfedig 
of the Supreme God, to be ſelf-exiſtent or uta 
fed, aud then we will hearken to you; but til 
then, you ſeem to own that we have an Argumeal 
of Force enough to baffle all you ſay, and thert 
fore you'd craftily perſuade us to quit it. It 
ſure he is a noble and glorious Being, who is 
neceſſary and excellent. as to be without an Al 
thor or Cauſe for being of none, he has none il 
limit his Being; and therefore muſt have Fulne 
of infinite unbounded Perfection. Whereas a de 
riv'd Being may poſſibly and eaſily be limited |) 
his Cauſe or Author: and unleſs. God can cak 
and produce or beget (for there is no great diſt 
rence which) another infinite Being, who allo 
God, it muſt needs be ſo limited. 


ein ſhort, the Great Jehovah diſdaius that any 
u would be thought or ſaid to have given to him; 


NR chet ablate Challenge, mho lays, that Nis Fe" 35: 

er had given him al? Or will he equal his deriv'd 
receiv'd Being and ,PerfeQions to the Father's, 

or, who gave it? when himſelf uſed, that Maxim, 

erbat "cis more bleſſed to give, i. e. more excellent Ads 20, 

i and worthy, e i = 3% © 

ml Nay, 1 find the Apoſtle arguing this Point 


vc 'd it, why doſt thou glory, as if thou hadſt not 
rte :cerved it? What if ſome one 4 ho with great 
0088 cneration for the only-begotten Son of Go * 
s old apply this to the Bleſſed Jeſus, who is 
s thy of the Glory and Honour he is exalted to; 
fal ad ſay, What is or hath he, which, he bath not 
un cceiv d? And if he hath received it, why ſhould 


embers. 


The Sum of alk is; *Tis eſſential to the Divine 


F » 
i} 


al tothe Divine Nature? Or how can he have 
| ”" MY - the 


- . —— 


ho being a deriv'd Being, wants what is eſſen- 


4 - — EV 
n 


* 
va 
on 
Vn 
4 
uo 
0 * 
1 
v 
C 
[ [1 
3 
1 
p29 
£4 
we 
: 
iT 
t 
Wy 
* + 
*. 
5 
1 
© 
4 
LJ 
AM 
1 
= 
1 
X 
1 
__ 
8 7 1 
5 
1 
4 
1 
{ 
1 40 
1 
1 


164 The Supreme Deity 


the Eſſence who wants what is eſſential to it? 
For to want what is efſential to it, is the ſame y 
to want the Eſſence, and he who wants it hast 
not. I dare not ſay, Almighty God is a deriv} 
Being; but if Jeſus Chriſt be the Almighty Go 
and his Divine Nature be his Father's Nature, vil 
it not follow, that the Almighty Father's Nam 
is deriv'd, becauſe it is the deriv'd Nature of th 
Son thatis the Fathers? And ſo: being but on 
Divine Nature, and this deriv'd, there will be u 
unoriginate Divine Nature, unleſs we ſpeak Cu. 
tradictions, and ſay the ſame is unoriginate, a 
„ defiv'dlÞ} HD EE ED 
Secondly, the Unirarians judge it to be wn 
clear, that God Almighty is but one Perſon, or bt 
The Doctor challenges em to prove from Scry. 
ture, That the one God is one ſingle Perſon. Nont 
muſt be known, that by a Perſon he fairly mea 
a diſtinct ſubſtantial Perſon, or infinite Mind, ( 
all the World, I believe, out of this Diſpute d 
and the antient Church did) and by three Perſa 
three infinite Minds, as he has declar'd ia li 
Vindic. of the Trin. to which he refers us in ti 
Book. He is rightly ſenſible, that to make! 
Trinity of Modes is but a juggle, and Blind] 
Sabellianiſm, &c. ſince neither Sabellius, nor Ari 
nor Socinus, would ever deny ſuch three Moc 
or God's Self-Knowledge or Self-Complacence i 
Original Mind; nor had they been ever the nei 
er to the Church's Communion for owning! 
And ſince all the common Arguments from Seil 
ture, viz. from perſonal Notes, I, Thou, He, 0 
do prove three Perſons in the yulgar Senſe, 
prove none at all; becauſe they were never) 
this world us'd to be put for Modes of one Peri 
and therefore could never be deſign'd by God! 
" ſuch a ſtrange Senſe : I ay, he is juſt in his! 
tion of fuck a Perſon, HE HH = 4 


F 


| of God the Father. EF, 
Bat it ſeems the eaſieſt thing of many, to 
ove there cannot be two Infinite Minds or Be- 
ps, or that God, is but one ſuch Perſon; elſe 
ere is no Supreme Mind or Spirit that can ſay 


Gol aly, 1 am, and there is none beſides me. Sure 
WD more is God than what is neceſſary Being; 
mt if one Infinite Mind be all Perfection (elſe tis 
Fr infigite) then no more is neceſſary. Again, 


there be but one Perſon that is Firſt Cauſe, or 
it has the Divine Eſſential Perfection of Inde- 
dent Self-exiſtence, then there can be but one 
rſon who is God; ſince the Doctor grants, that 
ir molt natural Notion of God is, that he is the 
rſt Cauſe, „ 

know his Expreſſion of one ſolitary Perſon 
ms to imply, that Plurality is requiſite for 
licious Society, leſt it be not good for God to be 


menge; as if that Glorious Ineffable Being were in- 
„gent like one of us, Who need ſocial Help, or 
in 0 if he was not to himſelf inſtead of a Thouſand : 
ag if there muſt be Proviſion againſt his Solitude, 


hy not three hundred rather than three Per- 
ns? What do Men think of the Great God, 
ho argue at this rate? No wonder, if they 
ink not one ſuch Perſon enough for their Happi- 
[s, who is thought not ſufficient for his own. 
The Doctor tells us, each Perſon in the Trinity 
s the Perfection of the whole Trinity, Then [ 
ink one is as good as all three, and the reſt 
em to be made by him utterly unneceſlary ; and 
hat is ſo, is not eſſeatial to God. And if all 
rfections are common to the three, then how 
n they be diſtinguiſh'd by any Perfe&ions ? And 
not diſtinguiſh'd by ſome Perfections, how are 
ey at all diſtinguiſh'd ? If no way diſtinguiſh'd, 
are they three. diſtin# Perſons? But if they 
 diſtinguiſh'd each by ſome Perfection, then 
alone has not all Per fections, and ſo has not 
M 3 = 


P. 2 22. 


Gal. 3. 20. And thus we read, that God 5s one; eds & it 
Jam. 2.15. God is not ſaid to be &y, one thing, in the Neute 


Cor. S. z. it expreſly to the Father, as the one Lord (or {ub 


upon the matter, but only bring Scripture- Proof 
to that therefore 1 come, and ſhall ſee whether 


| ſpoken of, 'tis ſaid He, never They. Now th 


1 .'T he Supreme Deity 
the Perfections of the whole Trinity; nay, is hit 
a Finite Being, according to the Doctor. 

But perhaps he likes not that we ſhould ref 


the Scripture does not warrant us to fay thi 
God is but one ſingle Perſon, Do we not fil 
God repreſented to us here, conſtantly unde 
per ſonal Notes of the ſingular Number? Wha 
he ſpeaks to Men, *tis I and Me; Thou ſhalt han 
no Gods before me, not before us three; I ant 
God, not we are thy God, When ſpoken ano, f 
it not always O Thou, is it ever O Te? Wb 


Doctor tells us, that 1 ſignifies a Perſon; ſo tha 
compleat God is bat one ſingular Perſon or J. 


Gender, but one in the Maſculinè; i. e. one Pet 
ſon, Dnus, not Unum : which is quite againſt t 
common Diale& of the Trinitarians, that ſay C0 
is alius & alius, but not aliud & aliud ; for if 
be but one, or «us, then he is not anus & ali 
or divers Perſons. Now, how dare any ſay, thi 
God is Three in the Plural, when the Scriptut 
declares him to be but Ore in the Singular Nuth 
ber? And when it ſpeaks but of one God, it limit 


ordinate intermediate Agent, astis there intel 
ed plainly) is limited to Jeſas Chriſt. So Jug 
17. 3. Thee (Father) the only true God, as diſtind 
from Jeſus Criſt, ſent by him. | | 


Perhaps ſome will run to the old trifling fe 
marks upon Gen. 1. 26, Let Us make Man, to prot 
a Plurality. But as that is frequent for one fei- 
ſon to uſe the Plural, which has an Air of Auth 
rity in it, and 1 doubt not but it might be 
us'd then, as well as now: So if Elohim we Pl 
s 1 | „ : 8 * EY N ealll 


of Gol the Father. 


eaning at all, it muſt ſignify a Plurality of Gods; 
the Singular be one God, then the Plural muſt 


for more than one God. And if a Plurality of 
of Mr ſo0s will not warrant us to ſay Gods in the 
he MW ucal, then neither was that the reaſon of ſaying 
tha him, or Gods, in the Hebrew. 
enn But *cis very apparent that was not the Intent 
er ſuch Expreſſions (viz. ro reach us a Plurality of 
het rſons in God) becauſe they are only us'd, and 


it rarely neither, in the Old Teſtament, where 
is confeſs'd the Doctrine of the Trinity was not 


, olicitly reveal'd ; but they are never once us'd 
115 the New Teſtament, of which *tis pretended 
tat Doctrine is the Fundamental Article. To 
thy SS Chriſtians he never ſpeaks ſo; and ſure he 


ould have done it as fully as to the Jews, if he 
tended we ſhould believe it more explicitly and 
ly than they, who underſtood it not, Sure ?tis 


cute 
Pe. the Goſpel we ſhould find God uſing this Lan- 
tage, Ve and Us, and others in their Addreſſes 


ying Te, &c. if ever that had been deſign'd to 
preſs a Trinity: for no Proof had been more 
ear, nor any Style more natural than this current 
ay of Speech, ſuppoſing God to be Three Per- 
7. So that *tis evident it was but an Idiom of 
anguage, and has no Argument in it, ſince the 


ima ew Teſtament ſhuns all fuch Style, where yet it 
rb been moſt proper for that purpoſe. | 

ten Nay, the uſing the ſingular Notes Thou and He, 
ite overturns the other; becauſe, tho ſome 
: (0003! Perſons may aſſume an Air of Majeſty 


metimes, and ſay We, and yet none ſuſpects 
tore than one to ſpeak it; yet never was it 
nro eard that three Perſons in proper - ſpeaking 

ld affect a diminiſhing Form of Speech, or ſay 7: 
Ir by that none will ever ſuppoſe more than one 
de of<rſ0n intended. So that 'tis as evident as can 
e that the Scripture, eſpecially the Chriſtian 
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Revelation, ſpeaks God to be one ſingular 5g 
fon: whereas Three Perſons in one Being had he 
ſo ſtrange a matter, that the moſt partic 
Care and Accuracy of Expreſſion, had been n 
ceſlary to be us'd, if that had been to be reve 
to our Faith. | | | 
So that all that is in God, is intended 3 
comprehended in one ſingle He, and one ſing) 
He cannot be three He's or They. Tis not Teo 
They are God, but Thou art God. The Unityq 
Etſſence had been ſecure in ſaying God in the ſing 
lar Number, but the Perſonal Notes muſt hy 
been plural, if a Trinity of Perſons had been 
lign'd, | x 
It ſignifies nothing to ſay there are Three Perſy 
or He's that have the Name of God given '% 
(tho of one 'tis never prov'd at all) for that n 
be in different Senſes of the Character, God. Ay 
ſince the Supreme God is but one He, the other f 
muſt not be that God, whatever Character the 
have. Lis eaſier to ſuppoſe there may be 6 
that are not the moſt High God, but in anoth 
Senſe, than that there ſhould be Three Hen. 
Perſons in a God who expreſly ſays, he is b 
one He or Me; but one Spirit, John 4. 24. i 
three Spirits: The one is poſſible or obvia 
from Scripture, the other ſeems not poſſible, u 
is it aſlerted, | | 1 
But becauſe the Doctor requires that we pf 
duce a Text which teaches that Jeſus Chriſt in 
a mere Man, and a God by Office, we ſhall proce 
to this; tho there is no neceſſity we ſhould d 
it: For why ſhould any ſaſpe& that a mort 
Man ſhould be the Supreme God, that we nes 
prove this Negative? Where is there a Text til 
teaches us, that Moſes was but a Man? "I 
enough that he was a Man. So that Jeſus wil 
Maa is plain, and that he was anointed Gel 


* 


of God the Father. 

in, Heb. 1. 8, 9. But what need is there to 

ve it ſaid he was no more, if none then ſup- 

24 that an anointed God was the ſame as the 

preme God by Nature ? For then why need he, 

how could he be anointed or commiſſion'd by 
other? However, to gratify him, let us t 

the ſacred Text does not declare Jeſus Chriſt 

t to be God by Nature, by denying abſolutely 

zt he has Omniſcience, and aſcribing ſome 
norance to him as the Son of God, which will 

pear under the next Argument. For, 

Thirdly, the Unitarians offer another Reaſon 

om Mark 13. 32. Of that Day knows none (tis 

t Man in the Original, as the Doctor implies) 

it the Angels, nor the Son, but the Father, or my 

ther only, as *tis Mat. 24. 36. for both Expreſ- 

ons are the ſame in Senſe; and none but my Fa- 

er, is as much a Limitation, as none but my Fa- 

er only. Hence the Doctor forms a good Argu- 

ent: To be ignorant of any one thing, cannot be re- P. 198. 
ncil'd with a perfect Knowledge — and were he 
ue and perfect God of the ſame Subſtance with his 

ather, he could be ignorant of nothing. Very true! 

t how does he anſwer the Text that ſays, The 

m knows not of that Day, but the Father only? 
Why, truly, he gives but the common Anſwer, 

iz, That he knew it not in his Human Nature, 

ut yet ſuppoſes that he knew it in his Divine. 

ot that he likes that. Anſwer neither; for he | 
onfeſſes, *ris very hard that the Son, who is but one P. 199. 
erſon, tho he have two Natures, ſhould be ſaid not 
know what he did know, whether he knew it as God 
r as Man. But ſays he, in great Diſtreſs, this 

uſt be the true Anſwer , why»ſo ? or, ſays he, 
know not how we (ball find a better: that is, we 
nuſt uſe this very hard ſhift, or the Cauſe is ut- - 
«ly loſt; and that muſt be maiatain'd, what- 
ver the Text ſays: and therefore, tho I 

— 


— 
Ta 


a = 
5 
= n 
2 * 3 EX oo S ; n a 3 8 
— uw: Cn 1 * 832 %% Mont feds wte- od 3 ne * PG Ei wr $2734 e N a $0 
: _ — "= 9 * — . on L «#4, ” 5 — J : — . 4 He Fe a — oy er 1 3 N. Ye WIE * 
2 2 TR”; * 2 ——— . * 1 WF V "5 . 4 — ; 
— _ — d * — N * 2 * 8 
— 8 2 


= . — 


170 : 
offer a good Reaſon, yet we mult ſtand by u 


is to be attributed to the Perſon ? But 5 


perſonal Union, as the reaſon of this Nonplus ; jy 


The Supreme Deity 
we have : A hard cafe indeed! ft 
Then he falls on to blame his Ignorance of 


why does he take up ſuch a Notion of the peru 
nion, as the Scripture never aſſerts, and vi 
he cannot reconcile with it? Does he not of 
declare, that what belongs but to one Natun 


that it will not hold good upon due Examiq f 
tion, but is turn'd againſt his Cauſe, he woll 3 
pretend he does not know. what the Union vn; 
Is this fair? And if he knows not what it 10 
how can he tell it would ſerve his purpoſe, if, 
knew it better? This 5s 4 poor 'Come-off. W: 
may not the Eutychians as well ſet up an unint a 
ligible Mixture, as others an unintelligible Unia 
I herefore the Doctor mult try again, hoy! 
make good the old Anſwer, as well as he ail. 
He tells us, Jeſus Chriſt has two Underſtanding. 
How appears that? or what is it to the pura 
if he underſtands the Day of Judgment with nhl. 
ther? or how is either of them a Divine Under 

ſtanding? Again, ſays he, Jeſus Chriſt oppoſe: ill 
Lubwledge of Creatures only to that of the FatnWiſh1 
Who denies it? But then the UVnirarians ſay, e 
Son of God the Father is among them, who arc ae 
pos d to the Father, and whom the Doctor e 
counts Creatures, For the Text ſays not Cn 
tures at all, but mentions Angels and the ad 
and if the Son was more than a Creature, tit; 
the Father was not oppos'd to Creatures oe 
when 'oppos'd to the Perſon of the Son, ande 
hope the Perſon of the Son is all that he is. \ 1 
. However, if the Son be not the Father, ti. 
where the Father only knows, and that as diſtin. 
from the Son, there the Son does not kn. 
e 


becauſe he is no way, the Father in diſtio 
yy Wo Ss ti 


of God the Father. 
from the Son, to whom alone as ſo diſtinct, 
Knowledge is appropriated: And 'tis in 
the Argument lies, and not only in the Son's 


5 Of ng ſaid not to know it. | 

cri Tis a vain Pretence of ſome, that the Son and * A 
wig: e not excluded here, while yet they are 1 
d to own, that by the Father is not meant 1 


au ee Perſons, but the Firſt of the Sacred Three; 

da yet he only is faid to know. Thus weakly 

n deſperately 1 find a late Author argue, viz. 

vou 7. %, in his pretended Vindicution of Chriſt's P. 100. 


on ity. To confute all this, let us but put his Edit. 4%. 
it ment in the place of the Text, and 'tis thus z 

if ne, nd not the Son, know? of that Day, but only 
% of the Sacred Three, Now one would 


nk, that where the Firſt of the Three only is 
epted from being ignorant, the other two 
i ee not excepted ; for then it could not be ſaid, 
ech. but the Firſt, if the ſecond and third alſo 
re excepted, So that this wholly gives up the | 
aſe, as not to be vindicated ; fince it leaves 1 
2 Son of God ignorant of ſomething, which _ 'Y 
e Father knew. | | 4 
As frivolous *tis to ſay, that becauſe he was 


rd the Son of Man, Mat. 24. 30. therefore only 
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6 „ e Son of Man, or his Human Nature, was in- 
1 aded in ver. 36. tho he had a Divine. What, 
* e there two Sons? Is not the Son of Man the 


n of God alſo ? If ſo, then 'tis the ſame Son 


+ «a p64 bt", hrs 
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| but the Father is excepted, whether Son of 


oy der both Names: Or, ſuppoſing another Son of 

ah d, yet was there ever a Divine Son that was | 

* e Father, or Firſt of the Three? If not, then is 5 
excluded, let him be what Son he will; becauſe 4 

i jan, or Sor of God. So that this poor Piſtinc- # 

nM" and Evaſion will not afford any Shelter. 4 


iy, does not Chriſt ſay, my Father only? and if 
© Father be God, I hope then his Son means 
„„ Soc 


tino 
£100 
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God's Son, or the Son of God. So that *tis ag g 
preſs as if he had ſaid, of that Day knows my, 
Son of God, &c. for the Son of the Father was th 
Son of God the Father. So trifling a Defence oj 
could the V indicator make againſt ſo ſhining y 
Argument from the Sacred Text; but it 
becauſe he vas in the Doctor's Diſtreſs, not hin 
ing how to find a better: and ſo they muſt ſq 
Contradictions, rather than quit a weak Defen 
Well then they muſt go to the old Refig 
For, ſays the Doctor, the incarnate Word bin 
but one Perſon, whatever belongs to either Nam 
may truly be affirm'd of his Perſon, tho it be not wy 
with reſpect to more than one Nature, Thus i 
ſays, the Eternal Word was born and dy di à 
But then if we may affirm of the Perſon why 
belongs to one Nature only, why ſhould it n 
rather be ſaid, that the Son alſo knew of that D, 
if he knew it in one Nature? This is quite; 
gainſt him. In like manner, ſays he, if Chi 
as Man, was ignorant of any thing he yet knm 
God, he might truly be ſaid not to know what ht i 
not know as Man. But let him hold a little here 
He laid the Rule down thus; That we may afin 
of the Perſon what was true of any one Nature, all 
now inſtances in a Point that implies a Den 
the Perſon of what was true in one Nature. This 
juſt contrary to his Rule; for there is a vaſt i 
fereece between affirming and denying in th 
caſe: and for the ſame reaſon that I can afiirmi 
thing of the Perſon that reſpe&s one Nature, fi 
that very reaſon I cannot deny the ſame thity 
of that Perſon, becauſe to deny, is to ſay, I cal 
not affirm it; and if I can affirm that Jeſus Chr 
knew that Day, thea I cannot deny it witholl 
ſhameful Contradictions. Beſides, if I may, ü 
abſolute Terms, deny of the Perſon what he! 
in one Nature, I doubt this would warrant * 
0 


1 l , * 
„. 5 
# | * 
o * „ 
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of God the Father. 
ay, in abſolute Terms, that Jeſus Chriſt is 
Cod, nor better than a Creature, becauſe in 
Nature *tis certain he is no more. So that 
| chift won't do afterall on i ym 
ow if it appear, that the Son of God knew not 
that the Father knew, then where is his infi- 
> Onniſcience? And if after all the large Ex- 
fſions of his knowing all things, and ſearching the 
t, &c. it yet be found, that he has but a li- 
ted Knowledge, then 1 doubt all other Perfec- 
ns aſcrib'd to him in Scripture, will alſo be 
pected to be in a limited Senſe; ſince nothing 
more largely aſcrib'd to him than Knowledge : 
u if there be no Infinite Knowledge, &c. how 
here an infinite Divine Nature? 
muſt not give over, without obſerving. what 
> Doctor ſays at the end of this Argument; 
That now the Lamb, whole Chriſt, not as God P. 205. 
, but as Man, opens the Seals, and diſcovers all 
ſe ſecret Counſels of God, with all the Variety of 
ents to the end of the World. Again, ſays he, 
Human Nature is perfected with the Knowledge of 
the Divine Myſteries of Grace and Providence, &c. 
ow 1 ask the Doctor, if this do not aſcribe as 
uch be, N the Man Chriſt, as the Uni- 
rians Opinion? And if ſo, with what face could 
repreſent them for ſuch ridiculous Monſters, 
giving Divine Attributes to a Creature, when 
ey ſay no more than the Doctor here does ? 
hy did he cenſure. it as a piece of myſterious P. 6. 
ſonſenſe in them to pray to one who cannot hear 
, nor know what we pray for, unleſs God re- 
al it to him? Surely if his Human Nature 
now all the Counſels of God relating to the Go- 
rnment, Inſtruction and Support of the Church, 
id all the Variety of Events to the World's end, and 
inſtructed in all the Secrets of Government; he 
Jay then very well know our Prayers, elſe he 
ih | knows 


cx l " 2 * : 


174 The Supreme Deity, &c. 
knows not all Events: And if the Dodtor i; 
_ think the way of his knowing things by Re 
tion, Or other way, TO -be ridiculous, 1 ſee | 
why it ſhould be ridiculous in his Eye, f 
Man to pray to, or truſt in him, as one 
knows his Affairs ſo well, be it which way ity 
If it be no myſterious Nonſenſe for the Lord 
to govern, as Man, by reveal'd Knowledge; 
is it Nonſenſe to apply to ſuch a Governor, 3 
qualify'd? Is be a Ruler of the Church h. 
Knowledge reveal'd to him, and may not 20 
ject of his truſt in him, or pray to him on 
ground, without. myſterious Nonſenſe? Verilh, 
Is myſterigus Confidence, or Ignorance! 


Thus I have conſider'd the Nature of the 
Je&, viz. Jeſus Chriſt, that he is a dersv'd Beiy 
and of God Almighty, that he is but one Pu 
and of the Perfections of: Jeſus Chriſt, thattk 
are limited. Now it follows, that we muſt 
terpret the Texts of Scripture accordingly, nh 
indeed fall in as naturally with the Unitai 
Scheme, as with any, and with leſs. Vioki 
than the Doctor offers, as appears by his ha 
ſtraining with ſo little Succeſs. 
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{ Vindication of the Biſhop of 
Gloceſter againſt Dr. Sher> 
lock. 8 


1H E Venerable Prelate, whoſe Diſ- 
courſe of the Deſcent of the Man Chriſt 

0 Jeſus, the Doctor ſo ſeverely reflects 
coca, is at leaſt the ſecond of our 

— Right Reverend Fathers, who with- 

a ſhort time have been publickly accus'd of 

iting Hereſy in the Article of the Deity of our 

lefſed Saviour. Alas! that this Point ſhould be 
dubious, as to be debated among our very 
ignitaries to this day; and that our Reverend 

thers and Doctors can come no nearer in Agree- 

nt here than Hereſy and Truth! 

'Tis not long ſince the Reverend Dean pro- 

aim'd all thoſe guilty of Hereſy and Nonſenſe, 

ho believe not a Trinity of three diſtinct Infinite Vindic. 
ids and Subſtances, each of them a God + which Trin. 
her Reverend Doctors ſay is Paganiſm, and P- 98, 99 
ach worſe than Socinianiſm. And tho that 

pinion was cenſur'd as Heretical at Oxford, 

t the Doctor thinks he can find Divines enough 

do the like by the Opinion of his Condemners. 

Now again he charges a Reverend Father's 

ok, with aſſerting what may ſhake the Founda- P. 229. 
tions 


A Brief Vindication 
tion: of all Religion, as well as of Chriſtianity, 1 
with advancing an Hypotheſis that overthroy; j 
whole Doctrine of our Salvation, and all our Hi 
of Immortality by the Incarnation and Death of 
Chriſt and yet corrupts not the Chriſtian Fj 
more than it does the Chriſtian Worſhip. Any 
render theſe Reproaches the more cutting, 
tells us what an old Friendſhip and particular | 
ſpe& he has for the Biſhop, which reſtrain'hy 
from ſome Remarks that elſe the Subject mi 

bear. So that theſe are repreſented as the my 
favourable Remarks a Mind full of Reſpet { 
the Author could in Juſtice make upon his Bod 

How far Reſpect moderated the Dean, I | 
not pretend to determine; but | find his Ag 
vations are far beyond his Proofs. 

The Sum of the matter l take to be this: 
a great Objection of ſome againſt the comn 
Doctrine of the Trinitari ans, that *tis inconfiſtt 
with the Scripture-Account of Chriſt's Hum 
tion. The Goſpel magnifies his Love to us int 
matter as molt tranſcendent, not only fort 
Sufferings he underwent, but alſo on accout! 
the great Benefits and Glory which he laid al 
in order thereto. He emptied himſelf ; and bi 
rich, he became poor. Hereupon they inquire, h 
any Man can rationally account for theſe thi 
according to the common Notion of the Perl 
of Chriſt ? viz, That only his Divine Nature! 
before his Conception in the bleſſed Virgin, 
that then the whole Human Nature, Soul 4 
Body, began to be, 

Now, ſays the A4ian, perhaps, how could 
Lord Jeſus by this Account, of rich become fl 
or empty himſelf, or come down from Heaven, i 
that by ſuch a Deſcent as anſwers to his l 
Aſcenſion? His Divine Nature could not 
ſcend, could not be ſtript of any uncreated6i 


of the Biſhop of Gloceſter. 
„, for God cannot ſuffer Piminution; he cannot 
n himſelf, being immutably perfect. And the 


yer had been richer, being born in Poverty, in 
Manger; nor could it empty it ſelf of Glory it 
yer had; And if nothing was parted with up- 
our Lord's coming into the World, upon 
hat ground do we extol the Love of our Bleſſed 
ord in coming from Heaven, and parting with 
s Glory, and emptying himſelf to become 
in, &e,7- - . | 8 

Nay, how could he poſſibly come down from 
eaven anſwerably to his local Aſcent, to which 
soppos'd ſo often? I find the Difficulty rather 
Wcreas'd than remov'd by ſome that handle this 


n (tho a very ſour Writer in theſe Controver- 
s, and therefore ought to have been more wa- 
) ſeems horribly confounded ; I mean Dr. South, 
ith whom the common Writers agree) who, 


17 


uman Nature could not be made poor, that 


bjet : among the reſt, a very ingenious Per- 


4 


ine bis zd Volume of Sermoas treats of this Sub- 
ount WY Speaking of Chriſt's coming into the World, 
id a 


come, becauſe Coming is a Motion from the place 


ſereas Infinity (the Property of the Divine Na- 


e would think if Jeſus Chriſt came down at all, 
muſt be in his Human Nature, for he has no 


exiſt before it was in the World, cannot poſſibly 


ould (NY /aid to come into the World, any more than the 
me it that grows on the Tree, can be ſaid to come to 
ven, Tree; which would ſuppoſe it were ſome- 
his Mere elſe before. So then neither did the Hu- 
not Mn Nature come down, for he confeſſes it did p. 


t exiſt before the Conception in the Virgin. 


here one is, fo a place in which he was not before . | 


NZ. But 


re) implies a Preſence to all Places. Well then, 


% 


lays, That it it impoſſible for his Divine Nature p. 368. 


her left to come. No, ſays he, That which did P. 370. 


317. 
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F. 368. 


A Brief Vindication 

But what way then did he come down {< 
Heaven? The Socinian Senſe of coming forth fro 
God by virtue of his Commiſſion, is ridicubds 
forc'd. Beſides, then we ſhould loſe all thi 
Texts, from whence Chriſt's Pre-exiſtence wy 
wont to be prov'd; and this would anger I 
Dean, who ſays they are the principal Proof; d 
Chriſt's Divinity. But what then muſt be (© 
in the caſe ? Dr. S — h ſays, he came not dom 
in the Divine Nature, nor in the Human, al 
gives ſeeming Reaſons for it: and if neither & 
ture came down, I ſee not how he can preten 
it of the whole Perſon. For tho we are ſons 
times told by the Dean and others, that by i. 
tue of the perſonal Union, what belongs to on 
Nature only, may be attributed to the Perſa 
yet I never can believe ſuch a Communication 
Properties, as that what belongs to neither! 
ture ſhould be attributed to the Perſon. This 
a dark State of the Caſe! _ 
But 1 muſt not forget to do this Inpenin 
Door this Juſtice, that between thoſe Pax 
which contain theſe harſh inconſiſtent Matte 
he has very conveniently placed a needfal Ca 
tion, viz. that this Doctrine, i. e. of the perſout 
Union of two Natures in Jeſus Chriſt, br 
both ends of the Contradiction together, and fol 
is ſafe; and no doubt with that fine knack! 
may explain any Myſtery in the World, a 
need not fear to undertake Tranſubſtantiui 
But if this be the real cafe, that 1 muſt f 
concile Contradictions, before I can have 
rational account of the Love of Jeſus Chril 
coming down Into this World, I think Chr 
anity will not gain much Credit by ſuch Exp 
cations and Solutions, any more than by | 
Aſſer tions as that remarkable one, p. 316. 
which no doubt the Sacinians will cordially ; 
15 | a 


of the Biſhop of Gloceſter. 

ith him) viz. that his Faith, in relation to the 
ſon of Jeſus Chriſt, is ſuch, That, as he ſays, 
re it not to be ador d as a Myſtery, it would be 


o ploded 4s a Contradiction. A fine Iſſue of the 
ꝶęE2s263 % 3 
he 47ian thinks he gives a more intelligible 


id rational Account of the matter by his Prin- 
ples: That Jeſus Chriſt did truly leave his for- 
er created Glory, and came down to live in 


e en arch; and that herein, was great 
ore, becauſe it was a very ſenſible and evident 
te oss and Humiliation. And this gives a plain 


ccount of bis leaving Heaven and his Father's 
ally in the Mouths and Writings of our Di- 


ommon Principles, appears not yet. „ 

Now, 1 ſuppoſe, his Lordſhip thought to give 
s ſome Baſe in theſe Matters, by another Account 
f Chriſt's Humiliation and Deſcent, that might 
ore clearly anſwer to the Scripture, and raiſe 
nobler Idea of his Love to Men, than the com- 
on diminut ive one; which ſwells high in Words, 
t being examin'd into, ſeems to dwindle into 


ſole tle or nothing of real ſelf-emptying Love. This 
uicht be bis Lordſbip's Deſign, and the Occaſion of 
ſo 18 Diſcourſe, | 


Next, let us ſee what Reaſon the Dean had to 
uarrel with it, or how he has mended the mat- 
er by his new Scheme or Fancy. 

The Biſhop afferts the Pre-exiſtence of Chriſt's 
e man Spirit, which he ſyppoſes was firſt in 


ritt leaven, and left it and its Glory there for a 
b bile, to live in a Body on this Earth; and ſome 
Eu ©xts at their firſt and moſt obvious View do 
Y ertainly favour ſuch a Pre- exiſtence, if no ſubtle 


train be uſed to evade it, as John 3. 13. The 
don of Man was in Heaven. W hy ſhould he name 
| | 3. | the 


rone, and the like: wnich are Phraſes conti- 


ines; but with what Senſe, according to the 
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P. 239. 


the Biſhop for rendring 30% d, who nt 


the vumner of his Texts in his common places fi 


A Brief Vindication 
the Perſon by the Title from his Human Natur 
if he intended to ſpeak of what belonged to aj 
vine Nature, which perhaps none to whom k 
ſpake knew any thing of? So John 17. 5, Gin 
me the Glory I had with thee before the World was, t1 
Nor had the Dean any reaſon to quarrel with 


in Heaven, rather than à in Heaven; for as thi 
leaves no Difficulty in the Senſe, ſo *tis agreeab| 
to the Scripture-Uſe of the Word. Is it nM 
neceſſarily ſo render'd, John 9. 25: I was blinl 
but now ſee ? dr, not am ſo. Does not Beza hin- 
felf turn it, Cui erat, who was in Heaven? BU 
forſooth, This is no great Myſtery, ſays th 
Doctor; as if we muſt have nothing of Senk 
and rational Notions in Scripture, but M. 
ſterics, And becauſe he would not loſe one d 


the Deity of Jeſus Chriſt, therefore right 0 
wrong the Doctor will be for the other Senft, 
and hopes by ſtanding ſtifly for it, he may d 
ſome Service to ſuch as mind the Number « 
Texts more than their Force. But it is vel 
known the S:cinians would not yield the Doftur 
reading, if the Biſhop had; and what had i 
ſignify'd to argue from a reading of the Text, 
which could not be prov'd to be certainly true! 
Thus he finds fault with reading another Text, 
John 8. 58. Before Abraham was, 1 was; and 
ſo warm as to pretend that 2% &w muſt needs be 
J am, and that I am muſt be the peculiar Nane 
of Fehovah,” This he preſſes ſo far as to fa, 
that to change 7 am for I was, is certainly to pat 
with the moſt expreſs Proof of our Saviour s Divinity 
1 am amaz'd that a great Dignitary ſhould tel 
the World, That this is the moſt expreſs Proof be 
has for Chriſt's Divinity, viz.” that he ſpeaks 
thus of himſelf, Tam; which is the ready * 
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of the Biſhop of Gloceſter. 
expoſe a Cauſe by catching at Shadows in- 
ad of ſolid Arguments, Would it prove 
blind Man to be the 1 am, becauſe he ſays 


om he „ne. 14 
Cine ſame Words, John 9. 9. I am he? And is it 
vas, t uſed for the Preterperfe& Tenſe, I have been, 


* 


with ha 14.9? And is the beſt Argument for Chriſt's 
ho i Wvioity gone with this fleader Proof? This 

s thi i 2ioing for Arguments never betters a Cauſe, 
eee r does fair receding from an abuſed or doubt- 


Text weaken it. So that the Biſhop has done 


L. hot 6 done 
ini BD ſuch harm to the Cauſe: in theſe things as the 
 hin- Motor himſelf, | nd N 


The Bithop indeed has given up ſome Texts 


But 
; ti at uſcd to be alledg'd for Chriſt's Deity, by 
Selk WW oving his Pre-exiſtence, and theſe the Doctor 
Ms oft of the principal Proofs. But what would Ibid. 
ne dose Texts avail againſt the Arians, who own a. 
es for W'e-exiſtence (which is all that ſuch Texts prove) 
it ad yet deny his Deiry ? Let the Doctor ſhew, 
Sen at they prove a Pre-exiſtence of a Divine Na- 
a , elſe they are not the principal, nor any 
er (Art of Proofs to the purpoſe. This ſhould have 
vel en the Doctor's work, if he had done any thing 
tr the purpoſe? the reſt is but Clamour, to ſay 
ad it ey are good Proofs, when others deny it, whe- 
Text, er the Biſhop had given them up or not, The 
rue! octor only ſhews, they may be conſiſtent with 
ext, Divine Nature pre-exiſting, and ſo they may 
nd it e with the want of it, or with another pre- 
Is be BW ſting Nature for ought he ſhews. 1 
ame Next, he runs into Clamour againſt the Bi- 
ſay, op's Neſtori aniſis, but how does he make it out? 
part ho it be the Sum of all his Charge and Re- 
nity, roaches, yet his Lordſhip never ſaid, the Human 
tell Poul was a Perſon of it ſelf, without the Logos 
of be WM 'vbatever another accuſed Prelate has ſuggeſted) 
caks Mut that the Logos is perſonally united to the Human 
way BP”, and by it to the Body. And where is the 
a „ Neſt e- 


184. 4 Brief Vindicatinn,: ¶ r 
Neſtorianiſm of this? Why, ſays the Doctor,) 
P. 241. always ſpeaks in the Language of a perſonal Diſtin. 
= tion; for this he inſtances in his calling him tþ 
Man Jeſus, and attributing ſo much to the My 
Jeſus, calling him Lord and Saviour, but never cy, 
ling him the Eternal Word, &c. = - 
hat does the not calling Jeſus Eternal Wy 
amount to a Denial that he is ſo? Or, does hi 
calling him Man Chriſt deny him to be a Diviy 
Perſon ? Or does he ſay more of, or attribuj 
more to the Man Chriſt than the Apoſtle? (y 
Mediator, the Man Chriſt, 1 Tim. 2. 5. And, Gi 
Hall judge the World by the Man Chriſt Jeſus, Ad 
17. 31. Either jthe Apoſtle does hereby exclub 
the Word from being our Saviour and Mediato 
when he attributes ſuch things to the Ma 
P. 232. Chriſt, or elſe the Biſnop does not exclude hin 
ia ſaying the ſame. Nay, does not the Dod 
_ himſelf ſay, that the Title of Sor of Man mi 
fignify the Eternal Word made Man, and not 
the whole Perſon? And why then may nd 
the Biſhop call Jeſus the Man, and ſpeak of th 
Merit of the Man Jeſus, and call the Man Savin, 
and yet be allow'd to mean the ſame, 91. tif 
Eternal Word made Man? eſpecially when he hal 
aſſerted the Perſonal Union of the Man to ti 
Word So that there could be no Perſon (will 
him) but the Word united to the Man, and tk 
Man could be no Perſon, if the one Perſon conſl 
of the two Natures, Where did Neſtorius allo 
any Perſonal Union, as the Biſhop ? The makulj 
the Human Soul a Perſon as united to the Word, 
is far from making it another Perſon of it fc 
as the Dean poorly argues. May not the Mal 
ſay J, and the Mord ſay I, and yet it be the fans 
Perſon, according to the Doctor's. Notion of tit 
Union? Again, does it follow, that becauſe te 
Word is only incarnate in the Lacarnation of 1 


of the Biſhop of Gloceſter. 
exiſtent Soul, that It is not incarnate at all? 
ſo weakly he argues. | „ 

And what a ridiculous Remark is that, tho 
ious enough! where he ſays, The only difference 
ween the Arians and the Biſhop is this, that they 
1 no Word, or Son of God, but this excellent Crea- 
e, and the Biſhop unites this Creature to the Eter- 
Word: That is, the Biſhop only differs from 
em in what was deem'd their Error. A ſad 
arge! juſt as if I ſhould ſay, the only difference 
tween the Dactor and the Socinians in this Point, 
that they hold no other Son of God, but the 
ointed Man Jeſus Chriſt, and the Doctor 
tes this Man perſonally to the ſecond Perſon 
the Trinity, What would a captious Mind 
wve! i _ 7 

1 confeſs he gives a wonderful Argument a- 
inſt Neſtorianiſm, that will charm any Manlwho 


ator, 
Ma 


fond of Jargon. This Neſtorian Union, ſays he, 
not ot the Vnz0n of the Human Nature to the Eternal 
nnd. He reckons if the Man Chriſt be a Perſon, 
pf th can be but a ſingle Peron; but if it be Human 


ature, that is, no ſubſiſtent Perſon of it ſelf, that is 


ted to the Word, then it will be Human Nature 
e h general will die and ſuffer, and be redeemed, i. e. 
) ti: Nature of all Mankind; whereas, if the Man 
* briſt was a ſingle Human Perſon, only that parti- 


ular Man might be redeem'd, but not Human Na- 


re, or all Mankind, This I give as the Sum of 
alot hat he ay. | RE: 

uy One would have thought any Man of 'Senſe 
Vor 


ould have been aſham'd to meddle with the 
maginary Notion of Univerſal Human Nature, 
nce ſo great a Man as the Biſhop of Worceſter 
as gravel'd with it in his Debate with Mr. Locke. 


of voald there have been leſs of Human Nature 
ſe ti n our Lord for being a Perſon, as every Man 
of ke ſe in the World is, and ever was? Had Feſus 


Chriſt 
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by Brief 2 ndication 


Chriſt any more than his own particular Huma 
Eſſence, as every Man has his own particuly, 
like indeed to others, but not theirs at all? ny 
exery, Man's Human, Nature die when feu 
Chriſt died? Or why might not his Human by. 
fon bave been every, Man's Perſon, as Well as hj 
Nature every Man's Nature ? For my Nature 
as particular as my Perſon. T here is no ſuch 
thing in the World as Univerſal Human Natur, 
2bſtra&t from Particulars, *tis but an abſtra% 
Not ion; ; all Human Nature i is in Particulars, | 
conceive Chriſt's Human Nature was not th 
Doctor's, nor is the Doctor's Nature which he 
has here perſonally united to the Divine Logy 
in Heaven, Some Human Nature'i is to be dam. 
d, 1 hope Chriſt's Nature is not to be ſo. Whit 
] rifles does he put upon the World! 
Beſides, then Chriſt could not die infead of al, 
or any of Mankind, if he was all Human Natur 
or Mankind : but then it follows, that Humm 
Nature dy'd and aton'd for it ſelf, without: 
Subſtitute; and why. ſhould Human "Nature Ne 
riſh at. all, if all Human Nature has made ample 
. Atonement ? ? 
Theſe are terrible Arguments againſt Neſtor 


aniſm; and unleſs the Doctor's Human Natur 


be all Human Nature too, I believe few of tht 
Nature will be of bis mind. What ſtrarg 
Notions are theſe to ſerve an yy otheſis ! Met 
may..talk big, and lay their Salvation on whit 
odd Notions they will, but this never mores 
a wiſe Man to, imitate their Ravings. But Il 
fay no more of this, becauſe J hear his Lordi 
intends to vindicate himſelf from Aa Charge df 
Hereſy. 

Ler us then go on, to ſce whether the Dol 
has at all mended the matter, or given a bette! 
account of the Son's coming down, and emptyinl 

5 himſelf 


of the Biſhop F Gloceſter, _ 
aſa, ſo as to take off the aboveſaid Objection 
the Arians. For Anſwer to this, he owns, 


D 'ris Myſtery to him, bow an Infinite Being 
ou g fle all places can be ſaid locally to aſcend or 
Per. ſcend. But yet for all the Text ſpeaks ir, he 
uin venture to affirm, that properly it cannot be 
res nere by the way obſerve, that what he calls 
achat Myſtery in one place, he ſays is a thing 


at properly cannot be in another; there is his 


e Son of God deſcend, if not the Divine nor 


th e Human Nature can come down properly? 
re To this he ſays, When the Eternal Word, who 
% peared in 4 viſible Glory in Heaven before the 
am ond ation of the World, came down, he put off for 


time his viſible G lory in Heaven, and left bis Fa- 
er Throne, and made his perſonal Appearance on 


f al, Wirth. —— He put off, not the effential Glory of 
tur: Ws Nature, but. the viſible Mani feſtation of his per- 
mau Glory in Heaven. His Riches were the eternal 
ut r he was poſſeſs 'd of in Heaven, and therefore 
pe · becoming poor, was his putting off the viſible Glory 
mp WA the Son of God, &c. — Now when the Eternal 
64 tranſlated his perſonal Preſence from Heaven 
ſtori Earth, he might properly be ſaid to deſcend from 
„ Weeven,. | | | = 


that WW Thus, beſides the. eſſential Glory of the Divine 
ang ature, he aſlerts a perſonal viſible eternal Glory, 
el 


ot by way of poſſible Suppoſition, but with pe- 
mptory Aſſertion, as if he perſonally had ſeen 
This is no preſumptuous prying, I warrant 


doo, into hidden Myſteries, as long as tis done on 
ge of Wis own {ide ! but as the Hyporbeſis is as precarious 


bolly as that of Socinus about the Tranſlation 
etter 


tying 


Hi ole as John 1%. 5. is for the Dees; 1 mean, 
Ne Wo 5 T - x | | | 


for 


xplication of a Myſtery) but then how does 


pd Manifeſtation before the World was, and that 


7% ta Heaven before bis publick Miniſtry 
for John. 3. 13, is as good a Proof for his pur- 


187 


388 


might be put off: and he makes it a finite 9 
limited thing, that may be confin'd to a play 


Doctor will not ſuppoſe this limited unconſtat 


of his Deity, if there be eternal Creatures? 


A Brief Vindication 
for Proof of a viſible eternal Glory of a Din 
Infinite Perſon) ſo *tis weak and abſurd on May 
accounts. For, EE 
1. Was that viſible Glory a Creature, or un 
ated Glory? *Tis hard to ſuppoſe he takes 
for uncreated, ſince *twas neither eſſential, my 
neceſſary to the Divine Nature, for he grant 


and tranſlated from one place to another. 50 
God cannot lay by any ancreated Excelleng; 
or can any finite, viſible, ſenſible Object be u 
created? If ſo, then to prove the Lord Jeſua 
uncreated Being, would not prove him to be li 
nite, or of the Nature of God, becauſe ſons 
thing not created would be finite and viſible. 
will ſuppoſe then that there is no uncreated h; 
ing but God; and that what is viſible, finite, al 
mutable, is not God; and conſequently that th 


bu, Y 


Glory to be uncreated, | 

Why then it muſt be a Creature-Glory : Bi 
was there any Creature before the World ws 
Nay, ſince he calls it eternal Glory, will he aſſt 
an eternal Creature? This will give up a ſtrong 
Proof for Chriſt's Divinity, than any the Biſhy 
has ſgiven us, viz. from his Eternity: for whi 
his Eternity is prov'd, what aväils it in Prod 


2. lask, Was this Glory perſonally united! 
the Eternal Word, or not? If not, it was noned 
his Perſon, Then, as the Doctor argues agalt 
the Neſtorian Union, or the Human Perſon 00 
united to the Word, it follows, that *twas 00 
Jeſus, or the Eternal Word that came down, 10 
Jeſus that aſcended again where he was befat 
but another Being, a Creature; and then his ot 
Concluſion is, The Foundation of our Hope is lf 


Fol 


of the Biſhop of Gloceſter. 
- "tis the Union of the two Natures in one 
rſon, that he makes to be the only Ground of 


{ture 3 as I could not aſcribe to the Man, what 
ongs to the Body, if the Body was not in per- 
nal Union to the Soul. So that his viſible Glory 
no more the Eternal Word, than the Neftor;- 
vs Man is, if it be not in perſonal Union with it. 
But if it was perſonally united to the Word, 
gen it follows, that the Eternal Word was in 
rſonal Union with a Creature from Eternity, 
id long before he was Man; and that the Word 
as made Light or Glory before he was made 
eh: and ſo there will be two perſonal Unions 
id three Natures in one Perſon; two Creatures, 
L. viſible Glory and Fleſh, and a Divine Nature. 
ho will not ſay that the Dean has far out- 
one the Biſhop ? 9 
3. I ask, how, or upon what occaſion ſhould 
gere be ſuch a v«ſible Eternal Glory and Manifeſ- 
ion, When there were none to make this Ma- 
ifeſtation unto, and to ſee this viſible Glory? 
was, I hope, no Manifeſtation to God, or the 
divine Nature; God knew his own eſſential 
lory without a Manifeſtation, and the Dean 
ill at leaſt allow the three Divine Perſons to 
now their own perſonal Excellencies by a mutual 
onſciouſneſs : ſo that this viſible Glory ſeems of 
o uſe to them, and yet there were no others 
rom Eternity that the Dean tells us of to ſee this 
ible Glory, or to receive this Manifeſtation 
herefore there is no reaſon to ſuppoſe ſuch an 
nneceſſary thing. GD 
4. How could Jeſus Chriſt put off this viſible 
lory for a time, ſo that he ſhould not appear 
u it, as he did before the World was? Was this 
lory utterly extinguiſh'd and annihilated, or 
ud it vaniſh and diſperſe into Obſcurity ? This 
in- 


ribing to the Perſon what belongs to either P. 266. 


190 


230. 


Divine Perſons: and if it could not be hid fra 


Mount, and he remov'd it again; and that when 


oy Brief Vindication 
indeed will ſhew it to have been.a created Clan 
but what ground is there to aſſert this, and 
ſuppoſe a new one to be created when our 19 
aſcended? And how then was it eternal? or 
it only move by Tranſlation from place to pl 
Thea it will follow, that Jeſus Chriſt had y 
put it of, nor emptied himſelf of the rich Maj 
feſtation he had before the World was, becyj 
wherever this viſible Glory ſettled, it was mai 
feſt to as many as it had been formerly mangift, 
ed to before the World was, that is, to the thi 


theſe, then he made the ſame glorious Appen. 
ance ſtill that he had done from Eternity, a 
ſo need not have ſaid, Give me the Glory [hy 
with thee, but the Glory which IJ have now wil 
thee, and never parted witn. 
Or did it return to Heaven again after ſuch; 
tranſient Appearance as at the Transfiguration] 
If it return'd, then Jeſus Chriſt had as truly i 
cended before his Death as he had ever deſcent 
ed, viz. by a Tranſlation of this perſonal Glory; 
and if it dwelt on Earth, being viſible, it had bei 
openly ſeen where he went, and it had not bei 
his Humiliation neither, but his Riches au 
Grandure, to have ſo come down in Pomp. 
Nay, I doubt the Dotor muſt aſcribe the lik 
Deſcent and Humiliation to God the Father; fe 
he ſays, that God rranſlated bis perſonal Preſe 
from Heaven to Earth, when he deſcended on 0 


does ſo, he may be ſaid to aſcend and deſcend int. 
ſpect of us and he makes this an Illuſtration a 
the Deſceat of the Eternal Word. 

Then we have, it ſeems, the Father's Deſceil 
and Aſcent as well as the Son's: and if it was! 
leaving the Father's Throne in the Son, and a putt 
off his Glory and Riches, when he m_ 

1 5 hes | e owl, 
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nn; then 1 doubt not we mult account the 
e to be his putting off 5% Glory too: and then 
Loi ere will be the Humiliation of God the Father 
or di great as of the Son, according to the Doctor's 
e con. And will not the like follow in relation 
the Holy Spirit, that once deſcended in his 


ible Glory on the Day of Pentecoſt ? And fo Ads 2. 
ter this rate all three will have come down 


d been humbled for us. 


if, What a poor ſcanty narrow Creed is the Atha- 
nl an, i it wants all theſe Articles? If the Doc- 
fr bad but the mending of it in the points of 
pere 77 -iniry und Incarnation, according to his pre- 


nt Hypotheſis, what a noble ſpacious thing might 
da af 33 £ 
lam ſeriouſly aſham'd to ſee ſuch raw Notions 
om an ingenious Dignitary of the Church, urged 
ith ſo much Poſitiveneſs and ſevere Reflections 
n others, not ſparing his Reverend Father, This 
mpts one to uſe more Freedom in the caſe 
an one might otherwiſe be diſpoſed to. 

And after all, allowing this wild fanciful Hy- 
theſis to be good, how has he mended the mat- 
er! Or, has he not run into the ſame Faults in 
he main which he ſo hardly cenſures in the Bi- 
op! He is for a pre-exiſtent Creature too to come 
own from Heaven for us, as well as the Biſhop 


i i nd the Eternal Word no otherwiſe comes down, 
ſent According to the Dean, than in the Deſcent of 
„ be viable Glory. And he ſays as little of a per- 


mal Union of this pre- exiſtent Creature to the 
ternal Word, as the Biſhop, nay much leſs; onljß 
he Biſhop makes his pre-exiſtent Creature to be a 
ational Agent And if the Doctor's viſible Glo- 

y be but ſuppoſed rational (which would not 
ender it leſs noble) then they come much to 
ne and the ſame thing. At leaſt, where was 
he need of all this Fierceneſs and Noiſe, where 
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out ſuch or the like Conceſſions as his Lord 
ſaw a neceſſity of making ? And tho the Del 


of ſuch Texts, he became poor, and emptied hig 


proach of Error upon others. 


no more 1s done to ſet matters in a better liz 


not what Opinions are fartheſt from the 4 


ing Explications of ſubtle Do&ors, who but 


not near ſo impartial in ſearching after Tun 


A Brief Vindication, &c. 
So that Rl it will be inquir'd, how mill? 
Dean ſolve the Arians Objection aboveſaid, vi 


ſays, tis by giving away the principal Proof 
Chriſt's Divinity, and thinks he comes too ny 
the Arians, &c. yet our Queſtion ought to þ 


and © Neſtorians ? but what are neareſt to jj 
Truth, and beſt explain the great Love of f 
Holy Feſus in the Goſpel ? and whether 
Doctor's Notion of a bright Appearance, or wii 
Glory's removing from one place to another, 
ſuch a mighty matter as to fill up the Em 


ſelf? A Prince may lay by his Robes, and be nen 
the poorer, or emptier; if he don't loſe with 
ſome real Authority, or ſome of his Dominio 
he endures no very grievous Change by not! 
ways wearing his glittering Crown. 
In ſhort, I don't find that the Doctor has adit 
any Clearneſs to the Scripture-Proofs of our Si 
our's Godhead, by his Examination of the Biſhy 
Diſcourſe, but rather confounded the buſineſs 
the Incarnation, as if he was reſolv'd upon th 
ſcore at leaſt to ſhake hands once with bis Br 
ther Dr. South; for they both, by unintelligible l. 
plications, have expos'd the Cauſe to the 414 
and made ſport for Infidels; who, God know 
need no more Stumbling-blocks in their ui 
and happy were it they would believe the 14 
Goſpel of Truth, without regarding the diſtral 


more Curioſity than folid Judgment, and it 
themſelves, as they are forward to caſt the ii 
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EDD DE DE ET ES 


emarks on Mr. Charles Leſ- 
lie's Firft Dialogue, &c. 


HO am a true Scriptural Trini- 


„ bears the genuine Stamp of Divine 
me Difficulties attending it which Icannot ſolve, 
r becauſe I cannot frame an adequate Notion of 

; nay, I firmly believe there is no Contradic- 
on in the Scripture-Account of the Holy Tri- 
ity, to the Divine Dnity But yet I muſt freely 
1] you, that I am no way aſſiſted to anſwer the 


ſſer towards clearing the vulgar Notions of a 
rinity, from ſome Mens Imputation of Contra- 
iction and Inconſiſtency. —. 
There may be Contradiction enough in the 
dmmon Explications of that Doctrine, for ought 
on have ſaid in the Matter. Nor have I ever 
tet with leſs rational Satisfaction in the Point, 
han in your late uncharitable Dialogue. If ſuch 
oor Philoſophy, ſuch ſhallow Reaſoning, and 
ich groſs Divinity, muſt baffle the Socinians; 1 
5 O 2 confeſs 


F neon 


& 1 [4 Contradition, any Doctrine that 


dmmon Objections of that kind, from what you 
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confeſs they ought to be the laſt who Pretendy 
the Character of Men of Reaſon. © 
To their Charge of 3 ContradiQion upon th 
Ex plication of the Trient, you offer theſe thing 
in your Defence. 
17 Say you, That may. not be A Contradifin\ 
one Nature, which is ſo in another. But here Ja 
atly err; for a ContradiQtion always conſk 
Ne 55 ipconfiftent Parts vr Terms z ahd u hen 
thoſe two Terms are united in any Propoſitin, 
'tis always a Contradiaian, let it be applydy 
what Nature yow will. Indeed there may h 
ſomething attributed to one Nature, where ther 
is nothing inconſiſtent or contradictory to:it 
while, if attributed to. another, it; might oy 
with ſomething inconfſtent, whence. a Conn 
diction Will ariſe. in the one and not the other! 
but, as one of the Terg 18 alone is not the Contes 
digtion in any caſe, ſo. where both the Parts « 
Joig'd (which is the, 18 7 tis alwazzt 
Cant non; and of the ſame ſize, in any N 
ture. ſhould indecd 19 7 von might mea 
thus, were it not for thoſe ridiculous Inſtanc 
vou bring, for the Muſt ration of „Fur Meal 


P. 8, 9. Where, you intimate, that tho tis .a Contrad 


FiOna for aur Legs to moug two Yards, as ſoon as ot 
yet 'tis none for the Eyes to reach 4 Star as ſets 
the tap fa Chimmey.,:0r jr the Thaughts to goit 
ome, as ; Ao as the next Street: and travel at 
> Thus you ſee that. what is:4.Contradidtim! 
ig none. to Eyes, nor 30.7. hong he 3 and oft pt 
& EN r ett Thought-: adding, th 
u the Philoſophy _ the World cannat recnd 
20 gaing twa Yards. as, ſoqn as aue, rom domi 
Contradiction, (for ſo, you expreſs. it). Hut are it 
indeed ſo. very weak ago. think you move al 
Way to Rome, and are got thither as ſoon a5 
think of it! No, Sir whatever haſte you wil 
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in thither, you go no faſter than your Legs 
au carry you. And ſhould you challenge all the 
in iloſophy in the World, who have ſo little as not 


know, that when you think of Rome, or any 
her Place, 'tis only the Idea of it in your Imagi. 


00 q 

- 1-00 which you contemplate, and not a Leap 
n local Motion of your Thoughts to it? In like 
| inner, when we fee the Stars, eur Eyes 


rike upon the Eye, I fee you have a Head much 
ter for entertaining and coining Myſteries, 
gan for explaining or defending 'em. 
onder you did. not think rather, that Rome and 
mftantinople ſhift and come into your Head: 
d then ſince in other caſes a leſſer Veſſel cannot 
dntain a greater, nor a _Nutſhel hold an'Houſe, 
du might wonder how your little. Head ſhon}d 
Id ſuch great Cities; and with the ſame Philo- 
phy infer, that what is a Contradiction to Nut- 
eln is none to Heads, and challenge all Philoſo- 
hy to reconcile it. X „ ve 

2. You ſay, No Contradiction can be charg d in 
ny Nature we don't underſtand ; For which reaſon 


comprehenſible Nature of God, from comparirg it 
th our own. I ſhould grant this, in an Object of 
ach we have no Knowledge at all: but ſurely 

| have ſome, tho a partial Knowledge of the 
ufinite God, I may diſcern what is contradictory 
) that little Knowledge of him, Nor is any 


ch a Doctrine, becauſe incompatible to the Di- 
ine Attributes, to his Spirituality, Eternity, 
oodneſs, &. tho perhaps ſome of theſe are not 
latner nor better known than the Divine Unity. 
o that one may as well perceive ſome things to 
e contradicory to the Divine Unity, as we do 
tiers to be ſo to his Purity, and Spirituali- 


"ve not up to them, but their extended Rays 


It's a 


bing more uſual or juſt, than to deny fuch or 


197 


ou ſay, We muſt not objet Contradicttont in the P. 7. 
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ty, &c. for why ſhould this Unity be thought th 
only obſcure Attribute among Chriſtians? ay 
therefore there is no more Caution due here thy 
in all other Reaſonings from other Divine be. 

fections known but in part. | 
Nay, you your ſelf frankly grant, that weny 
perceive ſome things to be a Contradiction whe 
affirm'd of God: for you ſay, That 'tis 4 Conte 
dlictWion to ſay, three Perſons are but one Perſon; and u 
are not ignorant (or if you be, you are not mf 
fit to write in this Controverſy) that the Unit 
rians take this to be the very caſe, viz. that ja 
make three Perſons of one Perſon, whatever yu 
ſay ; for they imagine, that God Almighty, i 
the compleat Notion of God, is but one Perſol 
expreſſed by ſingle perſonal Notes, J, Thou, d 
He. They fancy you pray to him as one Perſor 
when you addreſs thus, O Thou Lord, &c. The 
don't obſerve any to cry, O ye hear us, &c. Bit 
if that be your Meaning, pray conſider if you d 
well, by uſing the ſingle Pronoun, to give en 
occaſion to ſuſpect, that you take God for on 
ſingle Perſon, when you may ſo eaſily amend i, 
by ſaying always, O Te in the Plural. They at 
ready to ſay, that when you prove the Sn 
Spirit to be a Perſon, you do it from ſuch pe- 
ſonal Notes as ſhew each of 'em to be one He: all 
that if under one He, Me, Thou, &c. (by whid 
God Almighty is perpetually expreſs'd in Sci) 
ture) three He's are included, (for inſtance, || 
the Words, no Gods before me, mean none bf 
us three) then how ſhall they be ſure, that unde! 
the Perſon of Son, or Spirit, tho ſpoken of ; 
one He each, there may not be many Perſons It 
- tended by you? Now you'll do well to ſhew, tha 
God is not one He or Perſon, or that there are 10 
three Perſons in him in a proper Senſe, ſuch as ti 
Proofs ſome bring for the three Perſons do mea! 


* 5 
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they prove any thing. Without this, you did 
4 te br well in making ſo liberal a Conceſſion, vis. 
| at 'tis a Contradiction for three Perſons to be 


e Doctrine of the Trinity be 4 Contradiction, it 
uld not be an Invention; annexing this ſhrewd 


on to ſome Truth) can be an Invention; where- 
ul au Errors are nothing elſe but Inventions; and 


ou run into theſe Contradictions, by miſtaking 


ae holy Text. Whether you do miſtake it or 
ot, or whether you get by the Miſtake jor not, 
rio meddle not; but *tis a fair Account, how *tis 
„ oſible and eaſy for Contradictions to be invent- 


d: and your ſaying, you don't miſtake the Text, 


Ti BW: it ever fo truly ſaid, is not to the purpoſe, 
r ace they, believing you do miſtake, can ſatisfy 
* hemſelves how it might ariſe, and are no way 


empted to think it better than an Invention, 

nerely for its ſeeming to them a Contradiction. 
But tho you have ſaid ſo little to the purpoſe 

gainſt the Objection of a Contradiction in the 


t; yet, as 1 aid, I argue not upon that head, 
= und therefore leave it, | 


To conſider what Notion you'll give of the 
rinity: for indeed till Men know what Trinity 
n God you mean, *tis in vain to prove any more 
hana Trinity in general, which is not deny'd. 
ou offer us ſome Parallels and Images to help 
pur Conceptions, but very inconſiſtent ones. One 
While *tis a Trinity like three Faculties of one 
Wind, and another while *tis like a Trinity of 
three Men er Minds; which two are juſt as ope 
Polite as three Perſons, and one Perſon, which 

Qs : © Jon 


\ 


it one Perſon, if you hold both. 33 
3. You advance this odd Paradox, That if 


Heinian will lay, as you repreſent him, that 
e 
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f eaſon for it, For who could invent a Contradiction ? P. 24. 
ae if no Error (which ever implies a Contradic- 
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yon ſay is 4 Contradicion : ſo that both cannot ij 
true Images of the ſame thigg. 4 
1. You refemble it often by three Faculty 
(that is, three Operations) of theone Soul, why 
you fay; The Underſtanding is the Father Facilh 
the Memory is begorten by it, and the Will proce 
from both. This,:you fay, is an Imago of the ſeond 
Perfons of the Deity. Now, tho you are out i 
youy Account of the Nature and Pedegree of th 
Faculties, when you make the Memory anothy 
Faculty, which is bat an A& of the Underſtai 
ing, and fo is no Image of a ſecond Perſon; at 
when, ſoppoſing it ' another eſſential Faculg 
you ſay, tis begotten by the Underſtanding I 
cuity, 'whereas tis only the Exereiſe of the . 
mory that the Uaderſtanding can occafion, ail 
not the Principle, Which is before any Act of th 
Underſtanding: yet when you have pleas'd you 
Fancy ever ſo much, with theſe pretty Jingle, 
this is nothing to the Svcinians, it only ſhews, bol 
three Operations of a Mind may be in but el 

Perſon, not how three Perſons may be in of 
Mind-; unlefs the divine Perſons are but ſo f 
Operations or Thoughts. Beſides; they will a 
fach' Allegorical Frinitarians (for T aſfure youll 
this Caſe, you are not charg'd with keeping u 
much to the Letter of the Text, as you pretend, ht 
too little, in making three ſuch diſtin Agent, 
as Father, Son, and Spirit, to dwindle into! 
thin Figure or Proſopopœia) whether - Arius, i 
Fpcinur, or any Umtarians, ever deny d ſuch! 
Trinity? Were they ſach Fools as not to belieſt, 
God. knows and loves himfelf ? (And can't hed 
this without being three Perfons, which is dof 

y every ſingle finite Perſon ?), If this be otcral 
Feneration.and Proceſſion, they are for it; and the 
Have been barbaronfly us d if this was all th 


Charge agaiaſt em, which all know they op 


ar ( 


other of, and that . delier d God has ſome- 
it anſwering. ta our three Faculties. 

ou pretend, That notwithſtanding tbe Un P. 17. 
ane of three Faculties to three Perſons, you 
| yet uſe the term Perſons, becauſe we muſt nat 
r the Phraſe of Scripture; and yet the Scrip- 
e has no ſuch Phraſe at all as three Perſons 
one God. Your alledging the Words, the 
ge of his Father's Perſon, is here impertinent 
r proof of three Perfons in God; it only proves 
dd the Father to be a Perſon, which none deny: 


t Per ſon. You of all ought to give a better 
eaſon than this for uſing the Terms, three Per- 
;, of God; becauſe (if I iniſtake not) at the 
id of Mr. G's \Deifts Manual, you have faid, that 
> Word Perſon, apply'd to God, is us'd in a 
poſe infinitely different from what it means when 
'd of Men. Now if it be infinitely different, tis 
the wideſt diſtance poſſible; and nothing can 
2 more unfitly made uſe of than ſuch Terms as 
preſs alt the Unlikeneſs. poſſible to. the thing 
tended, *T'is a ready way ta deceive Men, to 
ſe Terms, that are the fartheſt off, of any we: can 
eviſe, from expreſſing the true Meaning: tis 
etter ſaying nothing of God, than what begers 
orrupt Ideas of him. 
| However, wilt this ſort of Trinity, like: to 
into hree Operations of Man's Mind, accord with 
Abe Scripture- Trinity of the Father, Son, and 
dpirit? who have ſuch diſtinc Parts. and Agen- 
ies aſſign d 'em, as cannot be ſo. much as ſha- 
dow'd out by our three Faculties. You grant 
he Father was not incarnate, but the San. Can 
he Underſtanding be incarnate, and ſet, and 
bumbled, &c. and not the Will? Are not the 
Faculties always in the ſame Human Min 
ſich. is incarnate without Diviſion? Do jor 
teac 


ho the Wordvmus:s ſignify'd, then, Suhſt ace, Heb. 11. 1. 


P. 30; 


P. 6. 
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Sol. 


himſelf are two Perſons. And at this rate! 
a good Wit may allegorize all the Abſardities i 


be ſtill left to their own groſs Conceptions, whik 
Perſons in the ſame Human Nature ; but tha 


will in like manner be three Gods, as three hv 


tarianm do not allow one and the ſame Nature t 


has a particular Nature and Subſtance of his * 
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teach us, that the Divine Nature is incarnat 
without its Underſtanding, or Father Faculy 
No, there muſt be more Diſtinction than this þ; 
tween the not- incarnate Father, and the incarny 


Beſides, don't you think the Son of God know 
himſelf, and retains that Knowledge, and low 
himſelf? And if fo, then, according to you, 
is the Perſon knowing, and the Perſon known, Inix 
and lov'd, as you learnedly diſtinguiſh. And thy 
will make three ſuch Perſons in each Perſon, y 
reflecting on himſelf : for this ſeems to be you 
Argument, A Man knows himſelf, ergo he al 


the Alcoran into fair Meanings, and filence i 
your Objections againſt it, tho the vulgar Peopl 


they take the literal and obvious Meaning: 10 
do you build upon ſuch a Trinity, like that 
three Faculties; for you have another Schent 
which fits your Notions better. Therefore, 

2. You reſemble the Trinity by three huna 


leſt the Socini ans infer, that three divine Perſon 


man Perſons are three Men, you will not alloy 
it to be ſtrictly true to ſay, Two or three Men, wil 
ſo many human Perſons are ſpoken of, but thitl 
there may be many human Perſons in the ſaw 
one Nature. Aud yet in ſhort, you tell the 5 
cinian, That if he would allow that ſeveral Perſot 
might partake of one divine Nature, as he does alin 
they do of one human Nature, the Diſpute was at « 
end, as to the Subſtance of it. But, Sir, the Un 


have many Perſons in it ; they judge every Mat 
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a hich none partakes, only that others have 
* h another like Nature to his: they cry, hu- 
al an Nature in general is a mere Ens Rationis, a 
arnat L 


ation of the Mind ariſing from the comparing 
e Man's Nature with another. 

However, - if three divine Perſons be like three 
man Perſons as to their Unity of Nature; then 
doubt they will, in conſequence hereof, be 
cem'd to be three infinite divine Minds, as three 
uman Perſons have three finite Minds, let em 
ever ſo much one in their Nature, or Kind. 
ind if three divine Perſons ſhould as properly 
e accounted three Gods, as three human Per- 
"ns can (in ſtri& Speech) be acconnted three 
en, and are as truly three infinite Minds or 
pirits, as three Men are three finite Minds, there 
a fad end of the Diſpute indeed. But on the 
ther hand, if three Men (or human Perſons) in 
e ſame one ſmgle Nature or Mind, be a Contra- 
iction, then you give the Unitarians too much 
ccaſion to think the like of your Notions of the 
trinity, by making this Parallel. 


know 
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bend | 


the Moreover, If God teach us to number Men by f 
o ien, &c. and yet in oppoſition to ſuch Plura- 
: 10 ty, tells us, there is but one God, or rather that 


od is but one, unut, or eis, it warns us that his 
nity is inconſiſtent with ſuch a Plurality of 
erſons as is in your human Nature. You add, Fp. 17. | 
pe ſay, there is not more than one human Nature, we Nj 
annot ſay, there is more than one divine Nature, tho 
everal Perſons partake of it. Now this ſhews your 
otion of the Unity, which you ſacrifice to that 
f a Trinity: and upon this Notion of ſeveral 1 
ofinite Minds, your Scheme is built; as your ar / 
zuments for the eternal Generation of the Soy, ; 
ind Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt, do manifeſt ; 
or you tell us, God muſt needs generate and pro- 
Luce other Perſons on theſe accounts. Fa 

| 1. Be- 


alloy 
When 
think 
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1. Becauſe 'tis a Perfection in Man to propa 
We ſee Trees ſpring from Trees, Beaſts, Fiſh, Fan, v 
Man propagate their Kind; and ſhall God be barm 
ſay you, and hook in a figurative Text, I/. 66. 
according to the vulgar Tranſlation, to back yy, 
and truly you wanted a better Authority for fy 
a Paradox. For you ought to know, that Maj 
Propagation is ſo far from being an abſolute p 
fection, that 'tis founded in his Iafirmity; þ 
need not be multiply'd, but for want of oth 
to fucceed him when dead, or to aid and aff 
him while living, And as Angels, who are mo 
perfect, do not propagate, I ſuppoſe; ſo neithy 
will: Men, when they come to a more - perf 
State: this will ceaſe with their preſent Imp 
fections. It ſeems then the nearer to God, th 
lefs there is of th Propagation, 
But why muſt God be barren, for not prope 
gating ? Are not Angels and Men his Offspring] 
and he the Father of the whole Creation? Wal 
you have the Almighty propagate as thick as ti 
Trees? I doubt you'll think him elſe, to! 
comparatively barren. The Reafon you give f 
not multiplying Perſons and Productions, or Col 
munications in God, ['viz. If it be infinite, it ca 
no more than one; and to infinite Productions notlin 
can be added; but human Produttions may be rejtd 
ed, becauſe finite] ſhould be conſider'd, as | 
ſeems to lie againſt any infinite Production in hig 
at all. For it may be objeded, that many lah 
nite Productions are no mote abſurd than mal 
infinite Per ſons; and that if infinite Perſon mi 
be repeated, and can have an Addition, why 1 
other lafigites ? | - 56 
2. Becauſe God would be ftinted in his Happitth 
if there were ot a Perſon (you muſt mean anotit 
Perſon) 4a communicate all his Thou bes to; and tl 
maſt be an infinite Perſon, for, ſay you, 1 
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infinite can contain infinite. See more to this 
oe, p. 32. And a little before, you ue 
rp 1 p. you arg 
your Point, from Man's want of ſome to con- 
rie with; eiſe his Life 5s 4 Burden, Ay you. 
o would be content to live, if there was never 4 
n in the World but bimſelf ? Such a ſolitary 
ligent Being you fuppoſe the great Febevab — 
„that without Company he canndt be h 
That a baſe ignoble Notion is this of that pertec 
? as if e Wiſdon and ah perfectlon 
ad want any thing more! and ean't be happy, 
leſs it be maltiply'd into rwo Minds, Thas 
u make him barrem indeed, While you talk-of 
e divine Fecundity 3 ; and tempt the Dyitariam 
think, that three fach Perfons 2s von would 
ake em, are not ſo great as their One, Self 
cient, Eternat Mind. 
By theſe things you diſcover your Mind plainly; 
at you are Ke" three infinite Minds or Spirits; 
d that by the divine Saab of a San; you 
dt mean only His Self. Refleckion, but a Produc- 
1 of another infinite Mind: fer otherwiſe you 
k inconfiſtentiy; ner is there any ſhadow of 
1 0 between Man or! God in ay caſe 
ich yon argue pon. or you can't mean, 
dat Man is Kiran and miternsle for want of 
daverſing with fy own Mind, bat for want of 
wther Man to diſcburſe with: and accordingly 
luſt mean, that God could not be happy neither, 
ſithout another infiniteF{:d:. Nor does any deny 
im to contemplate himſelf, that you need argue 
or that againſt the Soi ens z fo that your Mean. 
g is plain. ou do well to have two Schemes 
1 readineſs, one a Trinity of Faculies, which 
ves to explain the Unity 3 the other of three 
nd (each * with: thoſe: three Faculties) which 
lakes out a fuffteient Trinity. This later you 
nd others make uſe of — you explain the 


Inc ar- 
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Incarnation; becauſe tis hard ſhewing the 9 


+ Nature or Mind to be incarnate, and not the 


ther's, if it be the ſame particular indiyidg 
Mind that is both Father and Son; the form 
us'd in explaining the Trinity in general, any; 
Theſi. Now if theſe two happen to be incon 


ſeat taken together, you cannot help that, 


cauſe to be three Minds and yet but one, is jy 
to reconcile. | 

In my mind you needed not to inſiſt on f 
Authority of the Heatheniſh Philoſophers ab 
the divine Fecundity, and a Trinity in God; ſing 


your Adverſaries have been ſo willing to on 


you to be Paganiſh enough in your Notions. 4 
as you own there is ſome Corruption in the Pg 
Notions of theſe Matters, ſo they imagine then 
is more than you apprehend. Vid. Platoniſms 


veil d. 


Let me only remark one thing more, viz, Thi 
when you illuſtrate the Union of the Divine N 
ture to the Human in Feſus Chriſt, by the Uni 
of Man's Soul to his Body, p. 51. you don't: 


- count well for the Communication of the Props 


ties of the two Natures. You (tho contrary t 
the Alexandrian and beſt Copies) read that Te, 
Act, 20. 28. of God's Blood, and think whi 
was done in the Man, may be ſaid as tr 


of the united God; as Man is ſaid to eat, & 


when it belongs only to the Body. Whereas in t. 
laſt Speech the Properties of the Body are noti 
all attributed to the Soul, as thoſe of the Hum 
are by you to the Divine Nature, To ſay, 6 


ſhed his Blood, or was Fleſh, or made Fleſh, is ir 


ſwerable to ſuch Expreſſions, as the Soul drink, 
the Soul is made Body, &c. And if we ne 
ſpeak ſo, notwithſtanding the perſonal Union 
in Man, then it may ſeem hard to juſtify ſach E 


preſſions, as God's Blood and dying, &c. b) 4 


* 
2 
* 
. 
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b perſonal Union of the two Natures, as ne- 
is a ground for ſuch Communication of Pro- 
rties, in the Inſtance you parallel it by. * 

ou ſay nothing for the Proceſſion of the Holy 
irit (as diſtinct from Generation, which is a 
at Article of Faith) from Scripture, only that 
roceeded from the Father, or goes forth. So all Jokn 15. 
ts do, and Chriſt proceeded from the Father js DIY 
„ and he proceeded (the very word us'd of the 9255 


irit) from Fericho. Is that all the ground you nxt 


adn ld ſhew for ſuch a diſtin& Article? a. f 
uro conclude, Unleſs you ſtate your Notion 1 
) 7 re clearly, what Trinity you will maintain, f 
p in vain to cap Texts about you know not | 
Mett. 'Tis eaſy to bend a Phraſe divers ways. | 


nleſs you fix your Notion of a Trinity more 
inaly, had you not better leave Men to believe 
ly ſome Trinity in general, tho they can't well 
Iwhat? And tho you may think there is no 


| 
oh h vaſt difference between believing and not 
Oy lieving, one knows not what in particular, as 
rope at Men ſhould damn and hereticate each other 
ir} t it; yet certainly tis better to be content 
Ten Ith this little implicite Faith, than to go about 


plaining what you cannot. For when all's 


kw ne, a Man's Faith is not his Words, but bis 8 
„ dense and Meaning; and he who ſays a large Creed, 
in et meant nothing, believes no more, nor makes 
not oi) more uſe of it, than he who denies it all, let 


luna n boaſt never ſo of his Faith. : 

And when you have brought a Text or two for 
isa riſt's being call'd God; and ſuppoſe it to be 
abe Supreme God that is united to the Man Chriſt ! 
nee us, yet if the Unitarians ſay, *tis God the Fa- j 
„ (as they gather from John 14, 10.) who was 
ch U. anifeſt in that Fleſh, and ſo the Father and he be 
e, In as near Union as you imagine of a Second 
rſon; and that therefore he is call'd, as 2 
5 14 
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ſay, the Everlufting Father, which 'theyehint 
great virtue to his Performances; what arcy 


* / 


the nearer ? "YR TY „„ 
Fou do great Service indeed, if you {Gi 
the Ualturi ans Scrupless but, not by corporeyjj 
ſemblances of the Trinity, from three (or fou 
menſions or Poſtures gi « Body; or of the «rl 
Generation, by the Lirhe (which you ca an iþ 
of the Sun, but is indeed che very Sun it {elf 
Jo may well be as old) nor by vain Boaſts of 
early Fathers (ſo often yielded up to the 4 
nor by concealing their ſtrongeſt Objettn 
Sbew 'em that they have no ground to img 
two or three Gods (or Infinite Minds) to bel 
ply'd in your Scheme of the Trinity, as t 
have fancy'd, not ſo mach from the Expreſli 
God of God, and ove thual to God (and ſo fath 
the very ſame) in divine Perfections; as ft 
the Nature of your Scheme it {Elf as When | 
| hold the divine Nature to be perſbnally vil 
to Man, but yet not the Faber: as if, | 
they, he- was not in that divine Nature thit 
incurnate, but another,. Alſb, chat the Dii 
Nature and the Three Perſons, are che ſameſt 
See Le fay your own fide, there will be a Quaterii 
Ther ge W. Three Perſons, and one Nature beſides I 
Dei Cm. the three Perſons are not incarnare; tho the) 
plici, Vine Nature (which: is the ſame thing) be: TI 
p. 100. tho there be three Perſons In the Divine Nat 
alone, yet when that Nature is join'd to ano 
intelligent Nature, tis all but one Perſon. | 
deed two or three Inſinite Minds would eaſilj ſ 
all this; but then the Orford Decree 1695. 
declar'd that impious and heretical. No 00 
.you'tl do it another way: and having alſo 11 
it appear, that there is no ſuch Difficult/ 
ſappoſing a begotten Being to be ſeIf-exiſtent d 
independent; or elſe that he ſhould be Supe | 
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xd and the ß Cauſe, tho not ſelf-exiſtent, 

t dependent; and may have all the Perfec- 

ns of God, tho he have not that of unbegotten 
If-exiſtence : Then I ſay, you'll go on ſmoothly 

th your Texts. But if you filently grant em, 

it theſe are really Contradictions, and really x 
rgeable on your Opinions, you'll not wonder 

they conclude, all thoſe Human Commeats of 

d's Word, which ſapport*em, to be erroneous. 

at you therefore, Sir, may not loſe your La- 

Ir, nor they the Benefit of it; pray be ſo kind 

to take this Advice, from one who truly 

ſhes to ſee the Unitarians Errors detected, 

] that you may write to better purpoſe for 

Church, than you are ſaid to haye writtea for 

States 7 * 05 
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. 1 


Firſt Dialogue, &c. 


57 = SHALL aa over your Pream- 


dle, in which you repreſent me for 
1 1 a Socinian, as if every one, who 

WI the 
SY Truth of Contradictions as you have, 
ſt needs be ſuch; and alſo your feigning me to 
In a Paſſion, for only cenſuring your weak 
guments, that you might poorly infer thence, 
a8 a Loſer by my Talking 5 while a whole Tor- 
t of perſonal Reflections on the Dead, by 
dle mouthfuls of Reproach, viz. That pragma- 


= 
= 


#: All this I wave as little to the pur poſe, 
proceed upon the Argument. 


perceive, by your Anſwer to the Remarks, 
t you are reſolv'd to found your Scheme of a 


r ſelf from the Unitarians by impenetrable 
kneſs, which you make your Defence. You 


EY judge, 


Tr -udlcatied of the Dial 
1% Mr. Charles Leſlie's 


| Heretich, ignorant Pedant Biddle, witneſſes Dial. 2. 
Candor and Tenderneſs of your meek inoffenſive p. 60. 


nity on Myſtery and Ignorance, and to cover 


to admit, that as far as Human Reaſon can 


. : * i 
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Ibid, 


to ſapport your Notions, you endeavour to ſup. 


contrary, that a Contradiction, conſiſting of two 


A Vindication of the 


judge; there are irreconcileable Contradictions 
in your Scheme of Faith : and therefore, in order 


port the Credit of plain Contradictions; inti. 


mating, That we conceive of God no otherwiſe 
than as a blind Man of Sight, i. 6. with a Mind 


full of Contradictions. To this end 
You aſſerted, That what 3 4 Contradiction in 
one Nature, may be none in another. I affirm the 


repugnant n is ever the ſame, ap- 
ply it to what Nature you will; becauſe the ſame 
thing cannot both be, and not be at once, whe- 
ther it be ſaid of God or Men. 
You attempted to prove your Paradox by the 
Motion of the Thoughts to Rome, &c. and of the 
Eyes to the Stars as ſoon as to the Chimney-Tq; 
which, you ſay, implies the going two Yards « 
ſoon as one; which is a Contradiction in walking, 
you grant, but not in the Motion of Thoughts 
and Eyes. Now, tho I had ſhown, that there 
was really no ſuch Motion in the Thoughts or 
Eyes, and you ſeem to be aſham'd of it, and there» 
fore ſhift off one Part on your Man, without 
Thought, which is a contradictory Suppoſition 
(which it was time for you to quit, and there- 
fore I ſhall not expoſe you on it) and another 
upon ſome poor blind Man, that your ſelf might 
not bear the Shame of ſach Folly; yet you ate 
again trumping up your old Inftances, and argue 
from *em as if they were true; eſpecially from. 


the Motion of Sight, and the Impoſlibility of 2 


Born-blind Man's Conception of Sight, any other- 
wiſe than by allowing the aforeſaid Contradic- 
tion (as *tis in the Motion of the Legs) to take 
Place here in the Eyes. You ask, How can pou 
explain to him, how' the Eye can reach a Star as ſoot 


as the Chimney? He feels his Eye with his Hand 


* that 


. 
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that ts fix'd in bis Head; hom then can is imagine 
it gets a thouſand Miles off, whils he. feels it daes not 
ſtir ? Did ever any Man trifle worſe? I tell you, 


and you ſeem. to admit it, that there is no ſuch 


thing as the Eyes moving a thouſand Miles; and 
yet you ſuppoſe your blind Man muſt be falſly 
told, and muſt believe it. I don't wonder if the 
poor abus d Man conceive that to be a flat Con- 
tradition, which in truth is ſo even to a ſeeing 


Man, and which he ought: not to believe. But 


does this prove that *tis no Contradiction to 


move a thouſand Yards as ſoon: as one, becauſe 


you falſly told him, 'and he faoliſhly believ'd 
you, that your Eyes did move fo, when they 
never could do it, becauſe tis a Contradiction? 
| thought you were to ptoye a real Contradiction 
ia one Cafe to be none in another; and now you 
ſuppoſe a Contradidion which is not, and con- 
clude from it as if it truly were. So that 
This is in effect your Argument; Suppoſing 
the Eyes did move to the Stars as ſoon as to the 
Chimney, or your Thoughts to Rome in an in- 
ſtant, (as they do not) then here would be an 
Inſtance of that being a Contradiction in one Caſe, 
dix. in Legs, which is none in another, viz. Eyes: 
but tho there is no ſuch thing in the Premiſes, 
yet the Concluſion is true, becaufe it would have 
been true if the Premifes had been ſo. No doubt, 


Sir, you argue very deſperately ! How does this 


prove, a Contradiction in one Caſe may be none 


in another? A . 5 - 
But, ſay you, Tis impoſſible te explain to him 
what Sight is, ſo as to reconcile it from being a Con- 
tradition to him. I anſwer, That a true and juſt 
Explication of it will not contain any real Con- 
tradiction in it: and if te bim it appears a Con- 
tradiction, ?tis from his Miſtake alone; and you 
are not to ſhew that a ſeeming Contradiction may 
de none (for who doubts that?) but that a real 


4 
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Contradiction may, in ſome Caſes, be none. 
And I pray what Contradiction will appear to 
him, according to what was ſaid, That the Eye 

| moves not up, but the Star ſtrikes on the Eye? To 
P.s, this you ſay, The blind Man does not feel this, wy 
knows what you mean by it, or by ſeeing. But is this 
any Contradiction to him, that he ſhould not feel 
every ſubtile Particle that touches on him ? or 
that he ſhould have no Idea of Sight? You add, 
He can't think of any other way, but that the Eye 
muſt get up to the Star, or the Star come down to the 
Eye. I expected he could only imagine his Eye 
weat up to the Star, as you had ſuggeſted before, 
to repreſent the Contradiction of moving ſo far 
in an inſtant; and now you allow him another 
Conception of Sight, viz. That the Star may 
extend to his Eye. But this is quite another mat- 
ter from your Inſtance of the Eye's going up ſo 
many thouſand Miles, and has no ſach Appear- 
ance of a Contradiction. Nor will it ſerve your 
turn for an Example of a Contradiftion's becoming 
no Contradiction: So that, it ſeems, he may be 
convinc'd another way, than by per ſuading him, 
that what is a Contradiction in one Nature, is 
none in another, which you ſay is the only way, 
and I that ®tis no way at all; and if he be to be 
convinc'd this way, he muſt be ſuppos'd to have 
a worſe Blemiſh than want of Eye-ſighlt. 
The moſt you can reaſonably pretend to here, 

is, Thar I can't, by my Words, help him to form 
a juſt Idea of Sight (which is thro his want of 
neceſſary Organs) but it does not thence follow, 
that he ought to take up with a Conception that 
implies plain Contradictions, which he knows 
muſt be wrong, and ought to be rejected: For 
tho he may not conceive what Sight is (nor 1s lt 
made his Duty, as in the other Caſe, to which 
you parallel it) yet he may be ſure tis not _ 


. 
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„p of Contradictions. A Man may not under- 
ſtand a thing, and yet underſtand very well that 
Contradictions about it are falſe; and this is all 
the Streſs I laid upon this Inſtance. So that this is 
no Argument againſt objecting Contrad ictions to 
ſome Mens Notions of the Divine Nature; ſince 
in no Caſe whatever are the blindeſt Creatures 
oblig d to believe direct Contradictions, nor 
would they become no Contradictions, if they 
ſhould believe em erroneouſly. . 

To what purpoſe then was that faint Triumph? 
will join Iſue with him upon it, if he can find P. 3. 
Words proper to expreſs the Nature of Sight to a 
| Man born blind, and will give him leave to infer 

Contradictions from ſuch Words, according as he 
underſtands em; then I will undertake to ſolve all 
the Contradictions in the Terms, by which we expreſs 
the Holy Trinity. To explain it ſo as to enable 
dim to form a clear Idea of it in his Imagination, 
| neither undertook, nor is it his Duty to have 
ſuch an Idea, much leſs to take up with any that 
are falſe. But ſtill I ſay, that a true Explication 
of the Operation of Sight will never lead him to 
infer Contradictions. If he imagine any in it, 
which is a certain Contradiction (in other Caſes) 
he as certainly does not rightly take in the true 
Explication of this, and ought to conclude he is 
in an Error, and to ſet himſelf againſt it; and 
muſt either bring his Thoughts to a Conſiſtency, 
or explicitely believe nothing in the Matter : for 
no Man, pretend what he will, does believe ap- 
parent Contradictions to be none, or (which is 
the ſame) to be poſſibly true; he muſt, at leaſt, 
ſuſpend his Aſſent. 

And yet, I believe, as to Matter of Fact, that 
many ſuch blind Perſons, tho they have no diſt inct 
Idea of Sight, are very far from entertaining 
Contradictions about it ; at leaſt they — 
© es | : o, 
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ſo, if they had underſtanding Inſtructors that did 
N as is ſuppos'd in your Caſe; — God 
is reputed the Teacher of your Notions of the Holy 
Triaity, who will hardly be thought to leave any 
Doctrine upon us, to be believ'd under the un- 
avoidable Notion of a Contradiction. 

Therefore, if there were no difference between 
the two Caſes you think to be ſo like, viz. of 
blind Man's conceiving ſuch a thing as Sight, and 
your Conception of the Trinity ; yet there is no 
reaſon from thence for taking up with Contradic- 
tions in the latter, ſince *tis not requiſite nor fit 
todo ſo in the former. 3 

Beſides, who can eaſily believe ſuch a Caſe to 
be really true in the Chriſtian Diſpenſation, viz. 
That the All-wiſe and Good God ſhould impoſe 


upon a Generation of Men, born blind, a long 


Creed, of the Nature of Light, and Refrattions, and 


Colours, or a Syſtem of Opticks ; of which they 


could have no manner of Conception, nor make 
any Uſe, only it might ſet 'em together by the 


Ears in ignorant Contention? Or that ever he 


would be pleas'd with ſuch of themſelves, as 


ſhould preſume to be paraphraſing on Light and 


Colours, &c. in their own novel devis'd Terms, 
which they think more proper and clear, and 
fay, are equivalent to his (but being wholly ig- 
norant of the Subject, cannot know what Terms 
are more or leſs proper) nay to anathematize 


and perſecute all that aſſent not thereto ? Veri- 


ly, you inſinuate no Honour to your Cauſe by 
ſuch an untoward Repreſentation ! You own 
your ſelf blind, and yet you force your Neigh- 
bours to take you for their Guide : Therefore, 
1 conclude, Man is not ſo. uncapable of God's 
Revelations, as a blind Man of knowing and uſing 
the Sun's Light; and Pll ſappoſe you pretend 
greater Iacapacity in Men, and leſs Benefit _ 

| > N Revela- 
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d Revelation thereupon, than is true or fit, mere- 
od iy to cover your own Errors; and feign your ſelf 
ly Wl blind, that you may be excusd in holding Con- 


tradictions. Tho Blindneſs it ſelf, as I have 

newn, does nat conſtrain us to take that for no 

Contradiction in one Nature, which is evidently 
and truly ſo in another, as you pretend, Wa - 
After this Abſurdity of yours had been ex- . 
pos' d as ridiculous, you would fain hook me into | 
your Company. to take ſhare, calling Spectators 

ta ſee me confeſſtag what I had ridicul'd. But why p. . 
ſo? Did I ſay a Contradiction may ſometimes be 

110 Contradiftion ? No. 1 had granted, ſay you, 


to there may be ſomething attributed to one Nature, "of 
iz. where there is nothing inconſiſtent or contradictory to 1 
ole it; while, if attributed v anather, it might meet 
08 with ſomething inconſiſtent 3 whence 4 Contradiftion X 
nd will ariſe in the one, and not in the other: And fol 

y ſay ſtill; only I added what you omit, that ont 

ke of the two Terms of a Contradiction is not. the Con- 

the tradiction, but hoth together are, and are ſo in 


Nature. And. naw let as many as you will ſee, 


as if l ay what you had ſaid. Is this all one, to ſay, 
d that a Contradiction (which is two inconſiſtent 
2 Propoſitions) is ſometimes no Contradiction, 
nd which is what You ſaid; and that one of the 


Propoſitions alone is no Contradiction, which is 
what 7 ſaid ? Dol, that ſay, Dependance and 
Derivation of Being is no Contradiction, when 
ſaid of a Creature, where is nothing repugnant, 


by ſay the ſame as he, that ſays ſuch Dependance 

In and Derivation may be no Contradiction, when 

h- ſaid of the Independent Self- exiſtent God, and 

re, Firſt Cauſe, where the other repugnant Term 
d's is found? As mutual Blows make the Fight, ſo Br” 
ne two repugnant Terms make the ContradiQtion 3 4 
n 


and this I ſay ſtil}, on ſure Grounds, is always 
abſard, ſay it of what Nature you wilt. 
2 „ | Well, 
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Well, but if I did not ſay what you ſaid (be: 
cauſe you are reſoly'd we ſhall agree) you ſay 
you meant the ſame as I ſay: That this 5s all you 
contend for, and you deſire no more, But this is not 
all you contended for, you ſaid more, in ſaying, 
a Contradiction in one Nature may be none in ans- 
ther: nay, you meant more, if Words can ſhey 
; your Meaning, by your Inſtance of going en- 
— +4 Yards as ſoon a$S-oxe ; i. e. to go but one Yard,” and 
pet more than one at once. This is your Reſem- 
1 | blance, how a Contradiction in one Caſe may be 
none in another; that is, two contradictory Pro- 
poſitions may become not contradictory, as if 
I The Verity of Propoſitions could be changed. 
'+ Nay, I muſt add, that this is not al you deſire, 
for your Argument needs more to defend it againſt 
the Vnitari ans. * „ 
.- 3 You know they don't deny that ſome things 
may be Contradictions, if affirmed of Men, 
which are none when ſaid of God; as to be Eter- 
nal, or Infinite, is not, with them, a Contradic- 
tion when ſaid of God, becauſe *twere ſo if ſaid 
of Man. You were not ſo weak to argue for what 
they always aſſerted; contrariwiſe, you did ſup- 
Poſe the Socinian to charge you with holding two 
Oppoſite repugnant Propofitions, viz. That God 
is Unoriginate, and yet a deriv'd Nature, is the 


the Greek Fathers expreſs of the Son) That he is 
but one He, and yet three He's, &c. Now that 
| ſuch ſort of Contradictions, if real, can ever be 
true, you affirm'd, but I never ſaid; and there- 


Voucher in ſuch a Caſe ; for you certainly intend- 
ed more than I ſaid or you pretend: and tis in- 
cumbent on you, either to ſhew that theſe are no 
Contradictions which they object for ſuch, or 


RY. | they 


firſt Cauſe, and yet has a Father and a Cauſe (as 


fore pray don't call me any more to be your 


that they are not chargeable on your Faith; or it 
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they be real Contradictions, that cleave faſt to 
you, vet there is no Abſurdity in them, becauſe 


ay Contradictions (i. e. two oppoſite Propoſitions) 

may ſometimes be none, or not oppoſite ; and 

ot Bl that to be, and not be, may ſometimes be the ſame. 

And then you'll do more towards the reconciling 

8 the Gallican and Engliſh Churches, than if their 

„ eds bad ſar ar the ſame time, or than is done 
0 


by the Author of the Regale, &c, Tranſubſtantia- 
tion will then be a credible Myſtery! 
And now ſince I ſaid nothing that has any Like- 


be neſs to what I expos'd in yours, you need not 

e, WW pretend to wonder, How Ican deny, that what is 4 

2 CmtradiFion in one Nature, may yet be none in an- 

„her. I ſhould. wonder more, it 1 did not deny A 

* ſuch an Abſurdity. 33 Ig . + Kel 

aſe Tour other Inſtance, which you complain was 
not taken notice of, viz. That ris no Contradiftion 

er all things to be preſent with God, tho it be a Con- 

Is tradition to en that the paſt or future things 

bold be preſent, is to the ſame purpoſe as the 

10 reſt: for in one ſenſe *tis no Contradiction to 

N either, i. e. for a paſt thing to be objectively preſent 

* in the Idea, and ſo it may be with Man; and in 

F. another ſenſe tis a Contradiction in both, 5. e. 

aw to behold that as actually doing now which is paſt 3 

h for ſo God himſelf does not behold the original 

* Chaos, as now actually exiſting void of Form; 

* vor does he judge Adam and Eve to be now in 

ws their firſt Innocency. I doubt ſome are fond of 

5 making abundance of needleſs Contradictions, 

on purpoſe to keep ſome darling Abſurdities of 

at] their own in countenance. But tho I am not ſo 

F vain as to pretend to reconcile all Difficulties, or 

. to ſay which ſide is wrong, much leſs to fathom 


the boundleſs Perfection, of my glorious Creator; 


if MO fre both ſides of @ Problem, or real Contradic- 
ey LD tion, 


+ 


yet I think it is no Arrogance to ſay, that I am 


#- | * | 
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one Caſe be none in another, why will you not 


which is as manifeſt as ithe others ? You reply, 


tion, cannot be true, about any-Obje& ; of it 


none; and ſo we are good Friends. 


| being incomprehenſible, Te muſt 'not object Contradic- 


to the Divine Attributes, to his - Spirituality, 


Nature, of which we are totally ignorant; that 'ti 


I Piudication of the. 
they may be both true, and a Contradiction jg 


have a little Charity, and allow that the Un, 
rians and you don't contradict each other? py 
tho, in ſome Caſes, *twould be a Contradic. 
tion to affirm and deny the ſame thing ; yet of 
the Divine Nature to do thus, may poſſibly be 


Your next Refuge is, That the Nature of Col 


tions in it, from comparing it with our own, be. 
cauſe we underſtand not bis Nature. To this [ 
ſaid, it might have ſome fair Pretence, if we had 
no Knowledge at all about it; but that we hare 
ſo much Knowledge, tho partial, as warrants 
us to deny what is contradictory to it: hence we 
juſtly deny many. things for being incompatible 


Goodneſs, &c, Aud why may we not as mel 
diſcern what is contradiQory to the Divine Unir, 


That the Attributes and Nature are different; and 
this is 4 Diſpute nt about God's Attributes, but bi 


utter Darkneſs to us, &c. = Th 

I might anſwer yon, That Eſſential Attributes, 
or Perfections, are the very Eſſence under ſo many 
various inadequate Conceptions; that God is not 
compounded of Eſſence and Perfections, as of 


different things, but that his very Nature i ll © 
Goodneſs, Power, Wiſdom, &c.' But 1 will not ll © 
obſcure my Argument, by entring on metaphyſical t 
Niceties. I have enough to ſay without this: ll © 
for ſuppoſing what you crave, there may be good il © 
ground to object Contradictions in this Caſe; 

for, 1. The Divine Unity is one of his Attributes 6 
by Conſent of all, and fo may be argu'd aden ˖ 
+ | an 
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and Contradictions may be diſcerned and ob- 


"fed here as well as in other Attributes. And, 


3 


2, Were it otherwiſe, yet may Contradictions 


Nature, on ele Accounts. 

1. Tis ſufficient for this, if but know wh 
God is not in any reſpe&. All allow one way 
of knowing God is per viam Negetionis, by deny= 
ing of his Nature every thing that argues Im- 
perfeftion. Now if I do but know what God 
certainly is not, I may then object againſt any 
thing, chat in contradiction thereto, does affirm 
him to be what 1 know he is not. Thus, if I 
know that Derivation of Being from any other 
Cauſe, is what cannot belong to the firſt Supreme 
Nature, I may juſtly object Contradiction to 
thoſe who hal affirm this unoriginate Nature to 


have a If I know his Nature can be hut 
one, [ obj 


Tfely be diſcerned and ſtar ted about the 128 


N againſt them that ſhall ſay, 


there Jas many ſupreme Divine Natures. I will 
obje&t againſt all rene as a Contradic- 


tion to that , ever-glorious Fehovahb: and I muſt 
know, in ſome = 
elſe 1 hall not know but God may be mut able 
and mortal in bis Nature, if 1 cannot know that 
theſe are Imperfections. 8 
2. If I know but any Property or PerfeQion 
of is Nature, I may know that to be a Contra- 
dition to his Nature, which denies that Perfec- 
_ or Property. If I know he is a neceſſary eter» 
8 well that he — a Nature that 
4 * If I know from Reaſon or Scripture 
that he is all-Enowing, I know tis a Contradiction 


nces, what is ImperfeQtion, 


to ſay of him, who « that Nature, that be 4 is, 180 
norant of any one thing. Nay, 

3. If I knew neither what he 5s not, nor det 
any Perfection of his Nature i:; yet if I knew 
but what is a Contradiction in the Nature of the 
thing, and to it ſelf, I may — ſay, tis a Con- 

nn 


* 
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the bare Nature of a Contradiction. I may doubt 


come; I hope, in theſe Caſes (like to which Con- 
tradictions the Socinians pretend) one needs not 


. dictions. And therefore twas not rightly ſaid 
Dial.x,p.7. of you, That no Contradiction can be charg d in 


N | . 1 

indication of the 
tradiaion when apply'd to God, becauſe tis ſi 
in it ſelf. Thus to be and not be at once, to be 
but one ſingle Perſon, and yet three ſuch Perſons, 
being repugnant, may ſafely be objected for a 
Contradiction, without any regard to the Na. 
ture tis apply'd to, becauſe of the mutual Re. 
pugnancy of the two Propoſitions, which always 
deſtroy one another, and cannot be ſaid of the 
ſame thing. So that Idon't, in this Caſe, oh. 
ject a Contradiction in God, from a Suppoſition 
that his Nature is reſembled by mine, but from 


whether God be a pure Spirit, or be only a groſ 
Body ; whether my Soul be material or immate- 
rial: but leaving this ſtill in doubt, I am ſure 
tis not both material and immaterial. And if 
any one ſhall ſay, There are both many Gods, and 
but one ſuch God in Nature; that once he was 
not. in being, but yet eternally was and is to 


ſtay till he knows perfectly what the Nature of 
God is, before he pronounces em to be Contra. 


any Nature we don't underſtand ;, eſpecially when 
your ſelf had granted to the Socinian, That it is 
Contradiction to ſay, Three Perſons (in God) are 
but one Perſon ; which, I repreſented to you, was 


what the Socinians charg'd your Scheme with: 


and therefore you were bound (but wou'd not 
attempt it) to ſhew, that this Contradiction 1s 
not chargeable upon you; inſtead of which you 
cry, a Contradiction in Man may be no Contra- 
diction in God, when *twas granted 'em, that 
this were a Contradiction even in God. 
Having made it appear, that our Ignorance 
of the incomprehenſible God, does not render us 


wholly 
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wholly uncapable of diſcovering certain Contra- 9 
ditions in Men's Notions. of him, I may con- | 
clude you have not taken an effeQual Courſe to 
convince the Vnitari ans, by ſaying they muſt not 
argue from Contradictions. So that the Matter 
reſts as at the end of the Remarks, viz. that it will | 
be expected you ſhall ſhew that thoſe and the - 
like Difficulties, objected by them, are either not "3 
Contradictions, or not truly charg'd on your 
Faith of a Trinity in God. If you go on to ap- 
pear ſo willing to allow *em thoſe'two Points, I 
dare ſay you'll gain no Ground. WE 
_ Beſides, let me add theſe Remarks: 

1. That you have laid a fair Foundation for 
Septiciſm : for nothing can be ſaid of God, tho 
moſt abſurd, which on Your Principles can be 
confated; becauſe not knowing his Nature, we 
muſt not ſay any thing is a Contradiction to it, 
Nay, ſince you ſay we know not the Nature of 
Man (perhaps he may be three Perſons and one 
Man) nor of Trees, or a Pile of Graſs, we cannot 
then urge Contradictions about them, and ſo can- 
not argue about the Nature of any thing; ſince 
all Arguments tend to ſhew a Contradidion in 
what we argue ag4inſt, and ſo we can prove and 
be certain of nothing: ö | . 

Nay, we cannot confute Tranſubſtantiation, for 
we know not the Nature of Bread and Fleſh (for 
Senſe cannot reach that) and ſo may not object 
Contradictions in the Ons: 5 : ONS 

Nay, you can't confate a Socinian this way 
for y0u-hn't tell whether a Denyal of a Tri- 
nity be not conſiſtent with a Trinity, according 
to you, becauſe this is about the Nature of God 
and not underſtanding that, we muſt not object 
Contradictions here. How know you that God 
; not three Eſſences and one Perſon ? The Scrip- 
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2. You can never juſtify, any long Creeds of 
Explications of the Tripity, &c; in other Word; 
than Scriptural: for how ſhall Men believe your 
Pretences of Humility, that yon can't compre- 
hend God, when at the ſame time you are for 
explaining his Nature in unintelligible Terms, 
novel, and more obſcure than the Scripture ? If 
you don't know the Divine Natpre, then be ſ- 
ent about it. How dare you ſay this or that 


is equivalent to the Scripture-Terms, or mary 
proper, when that is to be judg'd of by the Na- 
Lure of the (unknown) Subject? But you are for 
explaining the Text, and urging that it muſt have 
thit and that Senſe; ſometimes it muſt be figure 
tive, and ſometimes-literal z and are for skrewing 
Reaſon as long as you can hold it, and then ry 
to Myſtery, when Reaſon and ſcholaſtick Wit 
are ſpent; and tell your Adverſary, he muſt not 
argue about the eee Gd. as if you 
meant, that you may reaſon, but only tis not 
fit for a Socinian's Reaſon to meddle; it muſt be, 
becauſe their Reaſon is of a leſſer Size. 
Nay, is it any great Sign of Humility of Res. 
ſon, to be ſo confident of your Deduct ions, as to 
oppreſs or anathematize ſuch as teſtify their Dil- 


ſeat from them; tho they aſſent to the Text 


whence you pretend to infer em? And how know 
you whether their Senſe and Inferences or yours 
be trueſt, ſince the Terms you ſay are all but A. 
Iuſions, and that about a Nature you know no- 
thing of? Of all Men ſuch may ſeem the proudeſt 
Exalters of human Reaſon, in matters of Faith, 


even while they decry and reproach it in theit 


more peaceable Ad ver ſaries. 1 
3. Vou could not confute the Pagan Notions 


of the Pivine Nature your way: ſuppoſing * 
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Ns held: many Gods, or that there is but one Divine 

| Nature, and all the thouſands of particular Gods 

but a multitude of Perſons in that one Nature (as 

you ſuppoſe many Mea in but one human Na- 
ture) you could not confute *em by the Light 

of Reaſon at leaſt, becauſe you allow not Con- 
traditions to be an Argument here. 

For the Honour of Chriſtianity, I beſeech you, 
never inſiſt on it, that to be a Chriſtian is to be- 
lieve, that a Contradiction may ſometimes be none at 
al, and that this is the only way to perſuade 
a Man to be ſuch. I thank God I am convinc'd 
without it. | FR: 

| ſhall do you no Injury if I paſs by your won- 
derful Proofs for the Memory's being another Fa- 
culty from that by which we underſtand, wiz. P. 5. 
That the Underſtanding is only converſant about 
what is preſent before it: as if we cou'd not un- 
derſtand any thing that is paſt, and knew not 
formerly; or as if the Idea of what is paſt maß 
not become preſent to the Underſtanding, which 
yet in the next Line you own. You ask, If the 
Underſtanding forgets ? I anſwer, as much as the 
Memory. But I have ſhew'd, that three Facul- 
ties ia one Mind is no Parallel for your Trinity. \ 
'Tis neither a :Myſtery, nor will it reſemble 
(what the Unitarians object to you) how three 
Perſons can be but one Perſon ; unleſs inſtead of 
three Faculties making but one Soul, you had 
own that three Faculties make but one Faculty, 
or three Minds but one Mind. Nay, you are ſo 
tenacious, that whether there be really three Fa- 
culties in che Soul or not, you ſay it does as 
well for you if it be but thougbt ſo. Right or 
wrong, *tis all one to you. You will hold to the : 
Concluſion, let what will become of the Premiſes. 
This is true Courage! 
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A Vindication of the 
ou find fault, that I will argue ſtrictly from 

the word Perſon, as tis us'd among Men; when 
I only ſhew it does not anſwer the Parallel in 
that Point (of three being but one in the ſame 
Senſe) for which you bring it. And fince you 
uſe the word Perſons for explaining better the 
Scripture-Language, you muſt ſuppoſe it to he 
more proper and leſs ambiguous; and till you 
give another Senſe, I muſt underſtand it after 
the known uſe of it. You add, If he won d apply 
the word Father ſo, and the words Repent and Grieve, 
that are ſaid of God, what Work wou'd he make? 
&c. As to the firſt Term, I ſee nothing abſurd 
in it. For the other Terms of Repent, &c. the 
nature of the Subject bids me give 'em a figura- 
tive Senſe, and I ſhou'd not dare uſe *em of God, 
if the Scripture had not done it, which is not 
your Caſe; much leſs wou'd I put *em into my 
explicatory Creeds. But if at the ſame time the 
Athanaſians wou'd publickly declare, they no 
more believe three Perſons to be in God, than that 
Goa can repent or grieve properly; and wou'd give 
us another fair and open Senſe of the Terms, as 
of the other, that may comport with the Scrip- 
ture-Account of God, of his Son Jeſus Chriſt and 
his Holy Spirit, and with the reſt of their Scheme, 
then you might have ſome Pretence for talking 
Thus. But if you aſlign to the Sacred Three all 
the various Parts and Diſtinctions of Perſons in 
a proper Senſe, and for that reaſon do give em 
theſe Characters; how can conſidering Men think, 
vou don't deſign by it, to give em an Idea of three 
proper Perſons in one eternal He? And you your 
ſelf deny the Expreſſions are figurative, ſpeaking 
of ſuch Texts as are alledg'd for a Trinity of 
Perſons. | 3 NW» 
Fou are miſtaken, in ſaying, 7 raiſe Difficulties 
how a begotten Being can be God, from groſs Con- 
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ceptions of begetting after” the manner of Men. | 
— 12 5 Thought of more —_ a Bein 

deri d from another, which I think is the allow'd 
Senſe of Begotten, as apply'd to the Lord Jeſus, who 
receives his Nature dependently on the Father, ſays 
Dr. Whitby on John 14. 28. ſpeaking alſo the Senſe 
of the antient Fathers: So that the Difficulty is 
no other, than how a deriv'd dependent Being can 
be God; which the Unitarians inliſt on much, 

| You having illuſtrated the Co- eternity of the 
Jon with the Father by this, that the Light is as 
old as the Sun, tho the Efef of it; I reply'd, 
That the Light is really the Sun it ſelf. Upon 
which you 2 up a hideous Cry, as if I were 
bringing the whole Sun upon your Head, and fetch- 
ing it out of the Firmament; even all that huge 
Sun, that is ſo many times bigger than the whole 


Earth: For, ſay you, By which we ſee the very 


Sun, ſo many times bigger than the whole Earth, can 
creep thro a Cranny, and be all of it in this Room, and 
in a thouſand other Places at once. This will help 
Tranſubſtantiation. . Again, If the Light be the 
Star, then the very Star ſtrikes on the Eye; and 
then you crow merrily. Let him conſider on whoſe 
fide the poor Philoſophy and ſhallow Reaſoning lies. It 
ſeems, you imagine, the Sun is not made of Parts 
and that if the Sun ſhines into a Room, it muſt 


quit the Firmament, and muſt come down, all 


or none. I can't breathe in the Air, I warrant you, 


without being ſo unmerciful as to ſup it all up; 


nor ſay, I ſtand on the Earth, unleſs 1 cover it 
all over, from Eaſt to Weſt. You cannot be- 


lieve any ſubtile Streams, or Efluvia of Light, 


that are a part of that huge luminous Maſs which 


penetrate ſmall Pores of Bodies. I did not ſay 
every Stream of Light was the whole Sun, or that 


the Parts that are above are beneath. But I 
fancy you hop'd to find an Inſtance from me, 
b | Q 3 how 
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230 A Vindication of the 
' how a Contradiction in one Caſe, may be none 
in another: the whole huge Sun in 4 little Crany! 
Ah this ſubtile Socinian ! as you call me. Thus 
vou deride me to your Coſt, as Lactantius did 
the Antipodes, for going with their Heels up- 
moſt. 5 )) ͤ;ũũ 8 
J heartily wiſh, Sir, you wou'd entertain the 
Coffee- Houſes for one Year with a Courſe of your 


and when that has prevail'd, no doubt but your 
Divinity will go off. „ 


Þ 
1 * 


U the Anſwer you give to the Objection 2. 
gainſt three Perſons in God, from his being ſpoken 
of ſingularly, as I, Thou, He; is, that in the firſt 
of Geneſis, &c. God is ſpoken of plurally; for 
Dial.2, Inſtead of God created, you ſay, tis Gods he created: 
Ihat three Perſons are mention'd, the Father, 
Word (becauſe God ſpake, and Speech contains 
Words) and Spirit, and theſe Gods made, &c. S0 
that if Plurality be expreſs'd, as you ſay well, 
tis a Plurality of Gods; if the Singular be God, 
the Plural is certainly Gods. Pray ſtick to that, 
Tis an obvious Reply to this, that 'tis an uſual 


You ſay, indeed, that, in the Royal Language, 
Dial. 5. We notes the King and his Council; as if Our 
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any but himſelf. But to ſilencè you once for 
all in this matter: Know that this Plural Term 
Gods, Elohim, is ſaid of one of the Perſons alone; 
Pal. 45. 7. Thy Throne, O Gods, is for ever and ever: And, 
Heb. 1. 9. O Gods, thy Gods have anointed thee, which the 
Ahpoſtle applies to Chriſt. Now unleſs the Son 

have another Trinity in him, the Plural Word 
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Philoſophy, | dare promiſe you many Admirers; 


 Hebraiſm to put the Plural for the Singular; and 
ſo Princes and others ſay We, when tis but ont. 


Royal _—_—_— and We command, did relate to 
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But what muſt we ſay to this, that in the 
New Teſtament (the proper Place for this Ar- 
ticle) there is not ſo much as one ſuch Expreſ- 
fon, but always He in the Singular? It had been 
meet to ſhew where many Perſons ever uſe the 
diminutive Language I and Me; which you aim 
at, in telling us, That 'tis ſaid of a King, He 
marched, &c. when it means all his Army: but 
tho it ſuppoſes all the Army, it does expreſs 
the King alone, and his Authority, and there- 
fore is ſingular 3 for if three Princes together 
have the Command, it wou'd no longer be, He 
march d, but They, which ſhews you are out: 
So that the Objection (with the greateſt part of 
the Remarks) lies on your Hands ſtill. 


As for your Comments on other Texts, they 


are Arrows ſhot at no Mark, till you ſtate your 
Notion, whether three infinite Minds, or but one, 
Your Expoſitions are precarious, or go no higher 
than Arianiſm, or are obviated oft in the Soci- 


nian Comments; and in anſwering their Texts 


you are as modeſt (on John 17. 3. 1 Cor. 8. 5.) 
as if you ſaid nothing. Pray, Sir, tell us where- 
about your Anſwer is to the Text, of that Day 
knows my Father only, which ſome cannot find a- 
mong your anſwer'd Texts; and yet it was in 
that little Book, which is all that you venture to 
attack, and no Text is more urg'd by the Uni- 
tarians. Pardon this Freedom, Sir, in purſuance 
of your Deſire to bear from me again; who, I aſ- 
ſure you, am acted herein by no Paſſion, except 
it be a paſſionate Deſire of ſeeing our Holy Chriſ- 
tian Religion reſcu'd from the Burden of Con- 


- —— ww 


o 7 Sr = LJ > = 
. 
n 


a; ” * r . 2 — A _—_ 
_ - — _— Ls 
” K 4 4 e * — - 
of „ 3 r * * "SD 
7 2 9 * - F - a - * ; 
$ L 2 
6 * Wa, > 2 — , 7 
wa — 755 — 
Fo. - — a 5. — q ob 


— * - > — 
* 8 
— r n 
* — „ > = - 
* 2 1 —— EY 


— XX 


— —_— C . > 
—_ 
cu Ae 4 
EY 


E * 
r 
4 — 
0 


— 
be 


EEE niger 


on” ” — - 
mes wa» ts * 11 


_— —— 


8 87 TOE OT 5 To e 


= 


_ — — — — — * 


ä - 
3 A " . 
n he N 

£2. x Sr Oo ge oO» _ > EF... uy 88 2 

r 

6 a — ——ũ—6— - 


AN 


2 4 4 © — Wy . 
net nn * Ro 
af 3. 


— 0 - bee.” os. figs — of dig Fw - ar er - 
7 —_ KT 72 Pas 7 2:4 So + 
2 * 1 3 in lb . 2 # 
. RS Ms 
* wg MY 44, — '® 
F — Ir IEICE Ls RE — — 


EXAMINATION 
OF 


2c 


Mr. Leſlie's Laſt Dialogue, 
Relating to the , 
 Satisfaftion of Feſus Chrift. 


8 Together with 


Some Remarks on Dr. Stillingfleets 
True Reaſons of Chriſt's Sufferings. 
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An. Examination of Mr. Leſlie 's 
lafi Dialog, &c. 


8 
55 
6; 
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MAKE bold to 1 you with 
8 my Thoughts on your laſt Dialogue 
6 I 9 relating to the Sati faction of our Lord 
57%, Chriſt, in oppoſition to the Uni: 

<= tarians; and ſhall examine what pre- 
tence you have from thence to infer his Supreme 
Deity: For as to the reſt, the Unitarians are no 


— 4 
W 


— 
— — 
* J 
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more concern'd in the Diſpute than the Armi- 


2ians, who give the like Account with them of 
Chriſt's Sufferings. They can bear with any 
Notions here, which don't ſabvert the Juſtice of 


God, or ſully the Glory of his Free Grace in the 


Pardon of Sin: But they ſtifly deny any juſt. 
Inference to be made from the true Account of 
the Atonement of Sin by Jeſus Chriſt, for his Su- 
preme Deity, which is what you and others drive 


at: you telling us, That che Doctrine of the Satiſ- p. ©: 


faction is built upon the Trinity, and Divinity of 
Chriſt ; that f aye were not God a as well as Man, be 
could not ſatisfy, &c. „This is the common Plea, 
but of what weight 'tis, will be ſeen by what 
follows, 
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| It might be odious, The moſt pinching and ob. 


tell the World, you have conſider'd the chief of 


you muſt call chat moſt celebrated Book with then. 


which I think none before did; and I fancy none 
after you will interpret of a Satisfaction to Juſtice, 


Undertaking. But any Jingle of Words ſerves 


- 
F 


A Examination of 

As to your Management of the Argument, j, 
doubt whether any that was hearty in the Cauſe 
ever proſecuted it, either more feebly or mor 
unfairly; for what no Socinian would ever fa 
nay what he expreſly denies, you put into your 
Socinian's Mouth, and make him ſpeak what yo 
found in Trinirariavs Books, becauſe you judgl 


vious Argument which the Unzarians inſiſt on, 
wiz, the laconſiſtency of a ſtri& equivalent mer 
torious Satisfaction, with free gratuitous Pardn, 
you are ſo ignorant or diſingenuous, as rever 
once to mention and yet you have the Vanity to 


the Socinian Tracts, when you have only attackd 
one very little one, which for your own Glo 


To me it appears, that you have but juſt dipd 
into the Controverſy, and don't ſo much as un- 
derſtand the true Sate of it. In order to ſhey 
your Defects, „ 

I ſhall Firſt ſtate the Matter in Diſpute; and 
then ſhew how ſhort you are of proving your 
Point againſt the Unitarians. 1 
I. As to the Matter in Diſpute, I will not lay 
weight upon Words and Phraſes, that may have 
various and uncertain Meanings. The Term 
Satisfaction, in a legal ſenſe, is wholly unſcriptu- 
ral. I think you are not quite ſo happy as rid 
culous, in pretending to diſcover it in Ia. 53. l. 


when it plainly ſpeaks of a complacential Delight 
the Servant of God ſhould have in the Iſſue of bs 


ſome Men, let the Senſe be ever ſo foreign to 
their purpoſe ; however, neither the unſcriptu- 
ral Term Satisfation, nor the ſcriptural * 
: TR 7 


Mr. Leflie's Laſt Dialogue. 


t, L. demption, Propitiation, Atonement, Sacrifice, &c. 
106 s the Matter of this Diſpute : the Unitarians can 
ore now all theſe, and the very Racovian Catechiſm, 
ſay, Wwbich you ſay is their Standard, expreſly allows 
our eus Chriſt to be our expiatory Sacrifice, Chap. 8. 
you and that in the ſame Senſe as, nay, in a fuller 
e's bar the Sacrifices under the Law were ſuch. So that 
ob. they have ſaid what is falſe, who tell the World, 
on, that the Socinrans in general deny Chriſt dy'd a 
eri: proper Sacrifice for Sin: much leſs do the Arian 
don, nitarians decline the Expreſſion. Nor ſhall the 
ver Phraſe of noſtro loco, or his dying in our ſtead, 
o nake any Difference, ſo that the Antinomian 


enſe of his ſuſtaining our legal Perſon be excluded. 
The Racovian Catechiſm aſſerts it, that Chriſt 


ory N dy'd as Victima ſuccedanea. And I think he that 
en. ſuffers with a Deſign to prevent our Suffering 
ip'd (which is granted) truly ſuffers in our ſtede. 
un- But the true State of the Queſt ion is about the 


Meaning of the aforeſaid Expreſſions, viz. Whether 
or not our Lord Feſus Chriſt endur'd ſuch infinite Pu- 
niſument at the hands of God, as was a full equivalent 
Compenſation to vindictive Fuſtice for the Sins of 
Men, and ſtrictly meritorious of their Pardon. It 
muſt not only be Puniſhment, bur equivalent to 
all that a world of Sinners had deſery'd at the 


erm WH hands of ſevere Juſtice for ever: and in order to 
tu - this, it muſt be Infinite in Value; for no other 
idi-Notion of Chriſt's Satisfaction can afford you ſo 
11, much as a Pretence of an Argument for his Infinite 


Deity. Therefore you call it Infinite Satisfaction, 


ice, . 2. as do Dr. Edwards and others. If it was 
oht proper Puniſhment laid on Chriſt, yet if that was 


not a full Equivalent in ſtrict Juſtice ; nay, if 
twas an Equivalent, yet if that Equivalent did 
lot amount to Infinite, then not being Infinite 
Satisfaction, it needed no Infinite Perſon to make 

SE. "Ke it; 
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An Examination of © 
it; and ſo your Argument for Chriſt's Deity vil 
fail here. | = 
The Unitarian Senſe I take to be this, That the 
Lord Jeſus, not ſo much by any phyſical Virtue gf 
his Blood, or by the natural Pain and Torment, 
of his Sufferings, but by his Obedience to the Dea 
of the Croſs, by his great Patience, Humility 
Submiſſion towards God, and tranſcendent Cha. 
rity to Men, expreſs'd chiefly in his Suffering 
(which were the great Trial of thoſe Virtues) 
did make ſo acceptable and rewardable an Oblatin 
to God, that in conſideration hereof he is exalted 
to be a Princely Advocate with a merciful God 
for Sinners; and in the acceptable Virtue of this 
Obedience to Death, his Interceſſion is prevalent 
with the Divine Mercy for Pardon, which he is 
authoriz'd to grant. The ground of Pardon being 
granted in his Name, is his Obedience, which is 
better than a bare external Sacrifice: Tis not 
merely a Condition, as Dr. Scillingſteet pretends, 
in his Reaſons of Chriſt's Sufferings, but a reward- 
able Conſideration in the caſe of Pardon; a 
a perfectly holy Life would be a meet Conlide- 
ration for God's gracious Recompence of eternal 
Happineſs. The way of its Application is by hi 
Interceſſion, not challeng'd of rigorous Juſtice 
as a thing ſtritly merited, and which God, ha- 
ving had the full Worth of, is bound in Juſtice 
to grant as a Debt he owes to the Purchaſer ; but 
ſought of the Divine Favour and Mercy, with 
which Chriſt's Obedience has given him ſo great 
a Prevalency. And herein they ſee the Wiſdom 
of God highly manifeſted, in putting this Honour 
on Jeſus Chriſt for his conſummate Virtue, that 
Pardon and Salvation ſhall, thro his Mediation, 
be given to them, who by him (by his Law and 
Example) are brought to turn from their Sils 
unto God; and alſo in making it ſerve my 
en un- 


— . 


nn p_—_— 15 "+ aw nn uo nc 999 YH OD %, = > > mM» 


« 


bymbling Memorial of our own Unworthinefs 
and Diſtance, in being admitted to Fayour by 
the interpoſal of one of the higheſt Virtue and 
of Worth, and this try'd to the ytmoſt by the m oft 


difficult Exerciſes. And in order to ſuch Atone- 
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pr ment NN by Jeſus Chriſt, they ſee no 
ty need of his being Supreme God. = 
„ 8" Having thus ſtated the Caſe, I am next to 
” ſhew how ſhort you are of proving your Point 
00 againſt the Vnit ari ans, viz. of an equivalent infi- 
nne Sari faction to God's vindictive Juſtice, in 
red order to Pardon. The Method of your (and 
od others) Argument takes in theſe four things: 


(i.) That Divine Juſtice neceſſarily requires ſuch 


ent Seigfaction in / order to e Sin. (2.) That 
- i; WY Chriſt has made it, by ſuffering ſuch equivalent 
ing Puniſhment. (3,) That this Equivalent can be 
| > 10 leſs than infinite Puniſhment and Satisfaction. 
not (4.) That hence it follows he muſt be an infinite 


God, Let's examine them ſingly. 


. 


(i.) You aſſert, that the Juſtice of God obliges 


d- a | l | , 
bim to ec the utmoſt Farthing; i. e. to puniſh to 
de- the utmoſt what every Sin ſtrictly deſerves, and 
nal that God cannot pardon Sin till he has executed 
is WY his Vengeance ſomewhere or other to the fall. 
tic And on this *tis that your Party build the Ne- 
hz. ceſſity of infinite Satisfaction in order to Pardon. 
tice Lou ask, Does Juſtice require full Satisfaction; 
but and are ſo diſingenuous as to make your Socinian 
vit anſwer, Tes when no Socinian will ever ſay it in 
ret the Senſe your Queſtion intends, but on the 
aon contrary they would always ſay, No. You ſay, 
our Juſtice can no more remit the leaſt Farthing, than it 
that n ceaſe to he: That Fuſtice not being ſatisfy'd, 
ion, Juſtice is not done, and that is Injuſtice. This you 
and 


aſſert, but don't 8 But fo far is this from 


belonging to the Nature of Divine Juſtice, that 


I dare ſay no juſt and good Man ever acts thus, 
WES N always 


P. 5. 


P. 47. 


P. 31. 
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ſtrict Right. This Summum Jus is ever blamd 
as is he who is righteous overmuch. 1 


ment of the Penitent, who do Honour to it by 


he ſees it requiſite, And in this Dr, Stilling fler 
_ conſents, Preface to the Sufferings of Chriſt, p. d. 
where he argues againſt your Notion of Divine 


. . I 3 + bm 
A Examination of © 
always to demand. inexorably the utmoſt of hi, 


*Tis granted by the Unitarians, that Puniſhing 
Juſtice belongs to the great Governor of the World 
and that *tis requiſite it ſhould be exerted, tho 
not always anſwerably to the ſtrict Demerit of 
Sin, yet anſwerably to the Ends of Government, 
and. fo 'tis in all regular human Government, 
Accordingly God does exert this puniſhing Juſtic 
in many temporal Puniſhments, and more fully in 
the final Condemnation of the Incorrigible, inthe 
Day of the Revelation of the righteous Judgment of Gul, 

But Juſtice does not demand the ſame Puniſh. 


their Repentance, and their humble earneſt De- 
precation of deſerv'd Wrath: But, by your 
Principle, God is bound to puniſh the Sins of 
the moſt Penitent, as much as thoſe of the moſt 
haughty obſtinate Tranſgreſſors. He muſt not 
remit a Farthing in one Caſe, and he can have no 
more than every Farthing in the other. In ſhort, 
I ſay, God always hates Sin, but is not bound 
always to puniſh it, only when in his Wiſdom 


Juſt ice as very abſurd, | 
Your only Argument, viz. That Fuſtice un 


being ſatisfy'd, ſuppoſes Fuſtice not to be done, and 


that not to do Fuſtice is Injuſtice, ariſes from 
your confounding two different Notions of Jul 
tice, For a thing is ſaid to be juſt in two Sen- 
ſes: either *tis quod fiers poteſt, what lawful 
may be done; or, quod fieri debet, what ought to 
be done. Now not to do the laſt, that is, what 
ought to be done, is Injuſtice; but to omit the for- 
mer, viz. What I may without Injuſtice do, _ 
5 | wrongs 


VM,. Leſlie's Laſt Dialogue. 
wrong. And of this kind is God's Right to 
aniſh the peaiteat upright Servant for his bated 


TY and forſaken Faults: this is not quod 
feri deber. But you ſuppoſe that whatever may 


be done juſtly, ought in Jaltice to be done, which 
is very Monſtrous. For I pray what is Juſtice ? 
Is it not to give every one his Dae? Tis in giving, 
not taking, . what is ſtrictly due, giving others 
their Right, not exacting from em my own ; 
of my own I am Maſter, but not of another's. 


And tho we ſay Puniſhment is due to an Of- 


fender, the meaning is not that he has a Right 
to it, which in Juſtice we muſt not deny- him, 


but that the injur'd Perſon has a Right over him 


to take it if he pleaſes: the injur'd Perſon does 
not come under theſe Bonds, but the Offender 
only; ſo that the Injur'd is free in. point of 
Juſtice, if ſomething elſe don't require him to 
uſe his Power over the Injurious. If a Man 
can't part with his juſt Right in any Caſe, with- 
out coming ſhore of Juſtice; then he is unjuſt 
in not proſecuting every Treſpaſler to the ut- 


moſt lawful Rigor: for here Juſtice is not ex- 


erted. Whereas even Princes, who are truſted. 
by the Community, and ſhou'd not give up 
their Rights, are yet endow'd with a Preroga- 
tive to remit Puniſhment, where it may ſafely 
be; and this without any Injuſtice, tho Fuſt:ce 
be not done. And dares any Man ſay, that the 
abſolute Sovereign Lord of all ſhall not ſome- 
times forbear to uſe his Right to puniſh his Crea- 
tures? May he not do with his own as be liſts ? 
—. 7 BY: | 
Bnt if God muſt do all that with Juſtice he 
can do, then 1. doubt he muſt needs refuſe 
Chriſt's Subſtitution; becauſe in Juſtice he might 
either not have contriv'd, or not accepted it: 
and not to do Fuſtice is, ſay you, Inj uſtice. = 
Eo SO 1M 
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242 An Examination 
it ſeems ſtrange, that in order to magnify God's 
pardoning Mercy, you ſhou'd lay your Foundz. 
tion in ſuch a Notion of him, as repreſents 
him uncapable of ſhewing any Mercy, and un- 
der a neceſlity to do all the hurt he can within 
the Limits of rigorous Juſtice. Nay, if God 
cannot part with the Exerciſe of his juſt Right in 
any Point (for with his Right it ſelf in general, 
grant it) then it will follow that he muſt par. 
don penitent Sinners abſolutely, becauſe it is his 
Juſt Right to ſuſpend and remit Puniſhment when 
he pleaſes, as much as *tis his Right to infli& it 
when he ſees that to be beſt. And if he muſt 
do Fuſtice to the utmoſt, i. e. whatever is juſt; 
then muſt he do this Juſtice, of exerciſing his 
Prerogative and juſt Right in abſolute Pardon, 
elſe: here is ſome Juſtice not done: So that both 
ways, either in puniſhing, or not puniſhing, God 
exerciſes his juſt Right, and acts as juſtly in the " 
one as in the other, if we only reſpect the na- 
ture of mere Juſtice, _ | 
You ask, If Forgiveneſs without Satisfaction Bi - 
be called Juſtice? and you make your Socinian al- Wi. 
ſwer, No; when he would ſay, Yes, if he might 
ſpeak for himſelf: But he is in your hands, and 
you make him ſpeak what you would have him, 
to make you Sport; which is the great Privilege 
of them who write Controverſy by way of Dia- 
| Logue. I ſay then, that free Pardon 1. Juſtice, 
as our Alms is call'd Righteouſneſs in Scripture; 
for this reaſon, among others, ſay ſome, becauſe 
they muſt be given of ſuch things as we have 2 
Right to: So God's pardoning Mercy is Righte- 
ouſneſs, as much as his Bounty is ſo, as being 
the Exerciſe of his juſt Right. Puniſhing is one 
Acc of Juſtice, and ſPardoning another; either 
way God uſes his own Right with equal Jaſtice- 
So that you give no manner of Proof of its be- 
| | 5 10g 
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M.. Leſlie's Laſt Dialogue, 


ing eſſential to Juſtice, that it muſt always puniſh 
it: Ml to the utmoſt Deſert. And indeed ſince Forbea- 
in. Noce is a feal Remiſſion of all that Puniſhment 
din WY hich the Sinner might have ſuffer'd in that 
od time, you may as well ſay, that Fnſtice is not 
„ (dne in God's long Forbearance of the Wicked, 
1 as in his abſolute Pardon of the Peniteut; nay, 
5 in his Forbearance of Devils too, on whom Juſtice 
his js not fully executed yet, but they are forgiven a 
— great part of their. Torment till the laſt Day: 
it and yet this is without any Satisfaction, un- 
oft —_ ſuppoſe Chriſt ſatisfy'd ſo far for De- 

WH vils too. | ws 
15 And as your Ground for the Neceſſity of full 
7 Satisfaction fails, viz. from the Nature of God, and 
ith bis Juſtice; ſo I ſuppoſe will theirs, who found 
od the Neceſlity of full penal Satisfaction upon the 
the Threatnings of the Law, as ſome; or upon a 
na. Regard to the Ends of Government, and the com- 

mon Good, as others. „ 

* 1. I find even ſome rigid Calviniſts will not go 
u. eo far as you, to lay this Neceſſity ſo boldly on 
1 the Nature of God, but only on his voluntary 
nd Determination. The Injuſticr of not puniſhing any Treat. of 
m, i” (ſays Dr. Owen) ariſes not from any natural Redemp. 
my Obligation, but from a poſitive Act of God's Mill. J. 93: 144* i 


This poſitive Will being ſuppos'd to be declar'd 
in the Threatnings of his Law, before Man ſin- 
ned, let us examine what Neceſſity of full Penal 
Satisfaction is manifeſt from the Threatnings of 
the Law. Tho, 1 think, this founds the Satiſ- 


which made a Neceſſity that did not ariſe from 
ay natural Obligation; and therefore *twill be a 
great Preſumption againſt this Opinion, that ' tis 


a poſitive Act of mere Will; yet I find no ſuch 
thing in the Law it ſelf. The Threatning was, 
32 Thou 


faction originally on mere Will and Dominion, 


not likely a moſt gracious God ſhou'd exert ſuch 
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244 An Examination 7 

Gen. a. 17. Thou ſhalt die; and the Sentence paſs'd upon hin 

Chap.3-19-in, purſuance of that Law was, Thou ſhalt retun 

to the Duſt. And this is fully executed on Men 

themſelves; ſo that there is no need for a $4. 

ſttitution or Satisfaction, to take it off: and 'tyil 

be very hard for Men to ſuppoſe a ſecret Mean. 

ing of that Threatning, viz. that it includes 

eternal Torments, and then upon that Suppo. 

ſition to ſuppoſe a Neceſſity of a full Execu- 

tion of that Meaning of the Threatning on every 

Sinner, = ä 

But as I will not deny, that the Continuance 

under Death was imply'd in that Sentence; ſo 

* | : 1 judge, that whatever future Miſeries might he 

1 4 imply'd in that Threatning (as I grant they 

33 are in others) yet that Threatnings, conſider 

barely in themſelves, do not bind the Lawgiver, 

in ſtrict Juſtice, to infli& 'em on every Sinner 

+ who repents. For even the Sentence of return. 

= - ing to Duſt was not executed on Enoch nor Elias, 

1 4 x Cor. 15. nor will it be on thoſe who ſhall. not ſleep, hut 

 5T* ſhall be chang d. Who knows but the Threat. 

1 nings of the firſt Covenant were as conditional 

11 as to future Miſeries (ſuppoſing them intended 

N in Gen. 2. 17.) as the Threatnings in the Goſpel? 

=» 1 Cor, 3. 17. Gal. 5. 21. Rev. 21. 8, Theſe are 

— deliver'd in as abſolute Terms as the firſt Threat. 

way was, and yet we ſay they are not intended 

to be executed, if there be Repentance; on 

temporal Miſeries, viz. Death, &c. are peremp- 

torily determined, Perhaps God, whoſe merci. 

ful Nature was the ſame at. firſt, never dealt 

with, rail Man (as the Hiſtory ſhews him to be 

eaſily enſnar'd). on other Terms than theſe : be 

might threaten future Miſeries; but we have n0 

reaſon, that I ſee, to ſay his Threatnings were 

not conditional, and, left no reſerve for Reper - I. 
92 F 5 ag tance, 


3 


MW. Leſlie's Laſt Dialogue; 

things are ſaid of the firſt Covenant, and Cove- 
nant of Works with Man in Innocency, requiring 
perfect Obedfence; as the Condition of Life Eter- 


| find not the Holy Scriptures ſay a word: and I 
doabt whether ſuch a Covenant be either ſutable 
to the Nature of a . gracious wiſe God, or the 
Nature of Man, in his unexperiencid feeble Inno- 
cc). Our common Syſtems do moſt pitifal- 
ly ſuppoſe, and then build all on this, which 
ſhou'd be well prov'd, before it be laid for a 


on YR. 


idering what has been faid of the ure of 


abſolutely Wed agalnſt the Sinner, yet con- 
Juſtice, and that Non-execution f the Nw 


any thing al be Bean for the Injuſtice of 
not executing the Threataing but this, That *t5s 
againſt Truth, a Wrong to the Veracity of God, 


to them not to deceive e Y 5 
To which I anſwer, That whatever the certain 

natural Conſequtnte of Sin may be, to render an 

incorrigible Liner miſerable 3 and 

gagements may be on t | 

of God, as Rector of the World; nay, whatever 

Engagement may be upon his Truth on other 


the irreclaimable Sinner; yet the bare Threat- 


K certainly 


* 


tance, as now, I know a thouſand precarious 


nal, and admitting no Repentance ; of which things 


Foundation... Now if the Threatnings were 
conditional, then on Repentance they were to 
be ſuſpended of courſe, without any Executi- 


But if eternal Miſeries were threatned, and 
one in 


their Rights (for even God's Right to puniſh 
remains, tho he forbear to exerciſe it), I can't ſee 


aud a Wrong to Men, as WW a ſort of Juſtice due 


Whatever En- 


be. Wiſdom and Holineſs | 
accounts, to exact the threatned Puniſhment on 
ning does not, I conceive, engage his Truth, be- 


aule Threatnings are not like Predictions, nor 
are wont to be underſtood to ſignify what ſhall 
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this, that the Perſon himſelf is principally intended, 


conclude, that there is no Neceſlity, either upon 


An Examination of 
certainly be, but what may be expected: they are not 
given for a Pledge of the Divine Veracity. Death 
was threatned to the Murderer, and yet Gag 
ſaid to David, without being falſe, Thou (halt 
not die. : | . 
If the Divine Truth were at ſtake in every 
Threatning, I don't ſee but the ſame Injuſtice, 
1. e. the ſame Untruth, might be charg'd on God 
ſtill, even tho Jeſus Chriſt had ſuffer'd the Equi- 
valent ; becauſe the Law or Threatning did ne- 
ver ſay, that Chriſt, or ſome Subſtitute, ſhou'd 
die, but the Sinner. And there ſeems to be az 
little punctual Truth obſerv'd in Chriſt's ſuffer- 
ing the Puniſhment inſtead of the Sinner, as in 
God's pardoning him abſolutely; for when Chriſt 
ſuffer'd, it was neither the ſame Perſon, nor the 
ſame kind of Puniſhment that the Threatninp 
ſpake of. And if it be a right Notion of Dr. 
Owen, that Perſonal Guilt differs from Debts in 


W @n ann. a 


and aimed at, and not the Debt; then it will 
follow, that the Threatning was not accompliſh'd 
in its principal Intention, when Chriſt ſuffer'd: 
and then where is the Truth of the Threatning 
accompliſh'd ? Juſtice may admit an Exchange, 
but Truth lies in a point. Thus if I tell my 
Creditor I am worth athouſand Pounds in Land, 
and it be found, that I am worth it only in 
Cattel, or Shipping, I may ſeem juſt enough, and 
my Credit is altogether as good, but I ſhall be 
counted a Lyar: So that the Equivalent does not 
anſwer the Truth. Yet I ſuppoſe the Divine 
Truth is as exact as his Juſtice. Wherefore | 


the Juſtice or Truth of the moſt Holy God, that 
he muſt always execute the utmoſt of his Threat- 
nings on all Sinners, even the moſt penitent. 
*Tis enough that he uſes his Right or not, of 5 


M. Leſlie's Laſt Dialogue. 
bis infinite Wiſdom, Goodneſs; and Sovereignty 
he judges beſt. e e 


the Regard that is due to the Ends of Government, 
and the common Good of- Men, by deterring 
Men from Sin, by this Inſtance of Puniſhment. 
Thus Dr. Stilling fleet. in his Reaſons of 'Chriſt*s 
Suffering, P+ 47 59. Preface, p. 39. For tho this 
Doctor avoids ſaying *twas neceſſary, yet he ſays, 
'twas agreeable to Fuſtice to admit of Chriſt's 
Satisfaction on behalf of the Penitent, on this 
account. C | —— 905 85 

But ſince the Ends of Government, and the 
Means to ſerve thoſe Ends, conſiſt not in a point, 
but admit of great Latitude, I think this will de- 
volve the matter upon the Dominion and Wiſ⸗ 
dom of God at laſt, who may chuſe what way 
he ſhall take in this Affair; and if he can but 
maintain, or has provided for the Honour of his 
Law, without an equivalent penal Satisfaction, then 
there is n Neeellity for irrt. 
Now the Unitarians judge, that the Honour 
of God, and a Regard to bis Laws, are abundant- 
ly provided for without it, viz. by his limiting 
the Conditions of free Pardon and Salvation; ſo as 
that none can partake hereof but thoſe who re- 
pent, and forſake their Wickedneſs, and ſin- 
cerely ſubmit to his Laws, while the reſt are 


cſſary, and all poſſible Arguments to deter us 
from wicked Accs. Here is no more Encourage- 


had ſatisfy'd for em; which wou'd certainly 
give as much Hope to the moſt daring and di- 
latory Sinner: and I1 am confident Sinners wou'd 
preſume as much on the Satisfaction of Chriſt, 

1 8 . 4 | as 


2. 1 find moſt of our conſiderate late writers 
do lay the Neceſſity of Chriſt's Satisfaction on 


doom'd to periſh. ' In this are contain'd all re- 
ſonable Motives to Obedience, as abſolutely ne- 


ment given Men to go on in Sin, than if Chriſt 
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Luke 7.47. 


At Examination , 


as they do, or wou d do, on the free Mercy af 
God, even while they go on in Sig. - And here 
is as much to deter Men from Sin, as if Chrit 
had been puniſh'd far em; for I can't ſuppoſe the 
World will ever | be made to think the Suſſer. 
ings of Chriſt for a few Hours, to be more te. 
riſying, or to give em a mare dreadful Senſe 
of Divine Wrath, than the endlefs Horrors of 
Hell-Torments. in unquenchable Fire, If this wil 
not deter em from Sin, the other. will not; and 
they have already the ſame Grounds to be. 
lieve Hell- Torments, as are pretended for Chriſt's N be 
infinite Sufferings : nay, if they don't firſt believe n 
the Wrath. to came, on the Credit of the Text, p 
they'll not believe Chriſt ſuffer'd to take it f. 
off. So that it ſeems. neither to add to the Bi t 
Terror, nor the Aſſurance of it, to ſay Chriſt 


made. ſuch Satisfaction for the; eternal Torment; 
due. 8 3 7 E . 


4 


To which, if we add the fad Abuſes of the 
Doctine of an equivalent Satisfaction by ſo many, 
to their Hardning and Security in Sin; and al 
how much this Doctrine ſeems, to diminiſt cf 
the Glory of God's free Graves. in unmerited Parr 
don of the Upright; it may perhaps appcat, 
that the Honour of God's Goyernment, and 
the Ends of Piety, are at leaſt. as well prov 
ded for by free Pardon, as by an equivalent Se 
tisfact ion. Certain it is, that, Love to God * 
the nobleſt Root of all pious Endeavours; and 
as certain that the leſs free Grace we believe 
there is in God's Pardon, the; leſs we ſhall loc 
him: for ro mbom little is forgiuen, the ſame wil 

Beſides, tis not for us in dubious Matters to 
ſay, this or that is the wiſeſt way, therefore 
God muſt take it; there being nothing we are 

leſs proper and certain Judges, of, Wan — 
| E | atte 


*. 


Mr. Leflic's Laft Dialogue. 249 
"of Ml Matters of Wiſdom, which require a mighty | 
ere iP Comprebenfion and Capacity. If we muſt judge 

ri that to be the wiſeſt Method of Divine Go- 


the Ml vecoment, which is back'd with the higheſt Se- 
ſr verities, and moſt fenfible Repreſentations of 
ter. God's Anger, we ſhou'd perhaps think, that to 


ſerve the Ends of Government it were neceffary 


5 of Cod ſhou'd ſmite upon every preſumptuous 
wil Crime: for if on each wilfal Crime he ſhou'd 
and take away a Limb, or cadſe a Paroxiſm of the 
be- Cholick or Gout to ſeize the Offender ; and this 
it's became a certain fix'd Method, that a Man could 
ee not doubt. of fuch a Mark of ſpeedy Vengeance; 
ext, robably this ſevere way might deter Men' more 
> it WY from. Sin than either Chrift's' Safferings or fu- 
the ture Torments.. Yet we muft not ſay, God 
rift i uſes this Method, or that 'tis neceſſary, when 
ents Wi we ſee the contrary 3 no more muſt we fancy a 
ef Neceſſity of a Satisfaction without proof, Now 
the Wi fince_there is no Neceffity of an equivalent Sa- 
an faction to be made out à priori, either from 
al the Nature of God's juſtice, from his Law, or 
k of Reaſons of Government (which laſt I confeſs you 
Par: deride) 1 don't fee bat Pardon, or not puniſh- 
car, ing, is a matter of God's Dominion, but always 
and Wi under the Conduct of Wiſdom, Holineſs, and 
or Goodneſs; and therefore is gratuitouſſy exer- 
- Se ſcisd on an humble Ponitent, where it may be 
do without any Prejudice to the Intereft of 
and true Piety, and I think without any abſurd 
eve Bi Conſequence. a | 
love wonder to find Dr.S:l;mgfleet object fo weakly 
wil againſt this Dominion in Pardon, which the Un;- 


tarians aſſert: If, fays he, the whole Right of Puniſh- Chriſt's 

nent depends on God's Dominion, then all Sins muſt Suſferings, 

bave equal Puniſhments, This is a very ſtrange ?* 28, 29. 

[nterence; that becauſe God may puniſh as he | 

pleaſes, therefore he muſt needs puniſh all * 
| ” a an 
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ſuppoſes Guilt, and ſo reſtrains his Dominion in 
puniſhing to the Guilty only: yet the Doctor 


only the Guilty; and that among them his Domi- 


minion, 


merely becauſe he is over me, without any De- 


An Examination 
and obſerve no proportion of Fault and puniſh: g. 


ment. And yet in the ſame Breath he add; tb 
Then it were at liberty for God to puniſh a gream Im 
Sin with leſs Puniſhment, and a leſs with greater, Mos 
This is ſtill more ſtrange, that two ſuch cog. 
tradictory Conſequences ſhou'd follow from the 
ſame Premiſes, viz, both that all Puniſhments nuſ 
be equal, and. yet that they may be unequal, He 
goes on; Puniſhment wou'd then be a mere arbi. 
trary Thing, depending on the mere Will of Gul, 
No more I think than in his Preface he had 
made it to be; nor is it mere Vill, but attended 
with Wiſdom, Holineſs, and Equity in all its 
Determinations, He adds, that then God muy 
puniſh whom he pleaſes (he means any innocent 
Man) and wonders that the Socinians, who aſſert 
the Right of Puniſhment to be merely in God's Do. 
ſhou'd cry out of the Injuſtice of puniſhing 
one Perſon (Chriſt) fen the Faults of another. And 
tho he produces this as their Reaſon, and [ 
think a very good one too, viz. that Puniſhment 


— —— 


will bave it, that they contradict themſelves t. 
ſerve an Hypotheſis, in ſaying, that God may by 
his Dominion forbear to puniſh a guilty Man, and 
yet that he cannot extend his Dominion to the 
puniſhing an innocent Man; notwithſtanding the 
Sacinians never pretend God's Dominion gives 
him Right to .puniſh all that are under it, but 


we eps OO han op => © DR" 8a 


. „ Dok 


nion gives him a Right alſo not to puniſh where 
he ſees that beſt. | 1 5 

| think if the Unitarians be rightly under- 
ſtood, the matter is very clear; they'll grant that 
Right to puniſh is founded on Dominion, but jet 
upon Juſtice too, I may not be puniſh'd by one, 


ſert 
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Mr. Leſlie's Laſt Dialog ue. 


ſert of mine; ſo that there muſt be Juſtice at 


the bottom: and yet I may not be puniſnh'd for 


my Fault by every one that has no Authority 


over me, ſo that there muſt be Dominion alſo, : 
as the Foundation of a Right to puniſh. But. 
then this being only a Right, not an Obligation 
on God, *tis no more than a Right to puniſh if 
he will; and conſequently the Exerciſe of this 


Right, or not Exerciſe, is a point of mere Domi- 
nion. There muſt be inherent Guilt to found 
a Right to puniſh, but nothing but Choice and 


Wiſdom is needful to uſe it, or to ſuſpend its 


Exerciſe. So that the Socinians ſpeak very con- 


iſtently, when they aſſert God's Dominion in 


free Remiſſion of the guilty Penitent, but deny 
it to extend to the Puniſhment of the innocent 


Jeſus, or any other; i. e. he may part with his 


Right, and yet may not do wrong. So then if 


wt to puniſh belong to the Divine Dominion, 


there will be no neceſſity of your full Satisfac- 


tion in order to Pardon. Nor can you argue 
that any ſuch thing is at all deſign'd, until the 


Divine Pleaſure to have it ſo be produc'd; be- 
cauſe Pardon may be granted by abſolute unme- 


rited Remiſſion, for ought that appears from the 

nature of God's Juſtice, 1 
And 'tis plain, that in human Governments, 

thus to forgive penal Debts, to the humble relent- 


ing Offenders, making a difference between a mo- 
deſt and am impudent Tranſgreſſor, is ſo far from 


being a Defect in Government, that *tis a bean- 


tiful Royalty, and one of the greateſt Graces of 
Dominion. Much leſs is it any Defe& in God's 


Government, who is abſolute Lord of all, and 
who can't be impos'd on, as Men may, with 
Shews of Mock-Repentance ; eſpecially ſince there 
ſem more ill Conſequences to follow upon his 
than 
from 


long Forbearance of the obſtinately Vicious, 


25 5 : An Examination of 
from his free Pardon of the Penitent : and get 
even that is not too deſtructive a Method to the 
ends of righteous Government, to be admitted 
by the wiſe and juſt God every day. The 
Papiſts don't prove to me, that there is a 
um verſal viſible Fudge of Controverſies, by their 
bold ſaying, that elſe God would not be nj; 
no more do you prove there is an infinite S3. 
tisfaction made in order to Pardon, by faying, 
that elſe God would not be juſt. It only ſheys 
you are very bold with God's Attributes, as if 
you comprehended them well enough, tho the 
Unitarian muſt not pretend to fathom the Di. 


* 


_ 5 "I 

But becauſe you — ſay, that God has ta. 
ken this Method of Choice, to forgive upon an 
infinite Satisfaction, and that this is enough for 
us to know, Whether he was bound to it by 
Jaſtice, or not, is no great matter, if he have but 
85 upon this way; I therefore add under 

Second General, That the Unitarians deny that 
the Lord Jeſus Chriſt is ever ſaid, in the Goſpel, 
to have made any ſuch infinite Satisfaction or 
equivalent Compenſation to vindiftive Juſtice, by 
bearing the full Puniſhment due to the Sins of 
Men; or that any ſuch thing is intended by his 
being our Ranſom, or being a Sacrifite for us, &c. 
Here two things come under Confideration : 
1. Whether Jeſus Chriſt ſuffer'd proper Puniſkment ? 
2, Whether it was a full Equivalent to ſtrict Juſ- 
rice? Tis upon the latter that the main ſtreſs 
of the Cauſe lies: for if only ſome ſmaller Pu- 
niſnment was inflicted than what all Sin deſerv'd, 
it wilt follow that compleat Satisfaction to Juſtice 
is not made; and fo *tis only a mercifut Compo- 
ſition made for the Sinners Debts, by an Accepti- 
lation of leſs than an Equivalent. 
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Mr. Leflie's Laſt Dialogue. 253 
1. As to Chriſt's being puniſid in a proper | 
't BW Senſe, by divine vindictive Juſtice, the Unite» 


be 5 are afraid it will imply, him to be a Sin» 1 
© ner, according to their Notion of Puniſhment ; i | 
be which is this, That *tis Miſery, inflicted by the 9 
au Lamgiver or Ruler on a Malefactor for his Crime, thy 
eir whereas the Holy Feſus was wit haut Sin. And ac- 1 
ez cording to this common Notion the Antinomians 1 
54. do rightly argue, that if the Lord Jeſus was IK 
Es, paniſh'd, he muſt firſt have all our Wickedneſ- 5 
tes and our Faults imputed to him, and be as 1 
it (ful as we, which we ſhould abhor the Thoughts i 
he of; which yet. their Adverſaxies-cannot anſwer, by 
D. but by going off from the obvious and moſt pro- b 
bs per Notion of Puniſhment, when they ſay Chriſt vp 
(a+ was puniſh'd for our Sins, and by giving a more ba 
all lax and mild Senſe of the Term Puniſhment; in 1 
for which the VUnitarians and they are at no great 85 
by Bi odds. They both agree in this, that vicariaus * 
but Puniſhments or Suffering are not ſo properly 11 
ler i Puniſhments, as where there is perſonal Guilt. 6 
be judicious Mr. Hotchkis ſays, Chriſt was nat Chriſtts #1 
vat Wi properly paniſh'd. Mr. Baxter ſays, it was but Hüten 15 
el, analogically ſuch, that is, was not truly Puniſn- *©> Par. I. 1 
8 ment, but had a reſemblance of it. See Dr. tote?” 7 
by lingfleet's ſecond Part of Chriſt's Satisfaction. And 4 
of this Doctor himſelf, after all his vain Labour Wf 
his to make Mr. Baxter differ from the Socinians, KG 
Nc, is forced to own, that Chriſt's Sufferings were P. 171. bs 
1 not a Puniſhment in the moſt proper and ſtrict hy 
K Senſe. | | | ; | RT 741 
5 Now the very Racovian Catechiſm ſays, That th 
©: Wl Chriſt ſuffered the quaſ pœnam, that is, the aua. 6 
71 logical Puniſhment; of Mr. Baxter, &c. And ſince 4 
bo Dr. Stilling fleet himſelf, by Puniſhment, means 4 
Ice only what was, appointed and accepted in order to P. 151. 38 
1. WH 4torement for Sin; and by Atonement, That in 9 
oy conſideration. of which, God. is willing to releaſe the +8 
2 5 Sinner "a 
As 1 
48 
14 
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Part I. Sinner on the Terms of the Goſpel : I don't ſee any 
5. 307. mighty difference between him and the Racoviay 
Catechiſm, which ſays, Our Sins were the Cauſe 
of Chriſt's Sufferings in order to their Pardon; Eorun 
cauſa paſſus eſt, & quaſi pœnam in ſe recepit, ut ng 
vera eorum pœna 4 : and that he ſuffer'd 
for Sins in the ſame ſenſe that the Sacrifices un- 
der the Law did. Now fince the Doctor and the 
Soc ini aus agreed ſo well in their Meaning, what 
reaſon was there to quarrel with them about the 
Term Puniſhment, of which he grants the Scripture 
ſpeaks not a word? Indeed they obſerve nothing in 
Scripture of God's Appointment in the Caſe 
(which the Doctor ſuppoſes and affirms) which 

in all ſolemn Paniſhments is expected. 

*Tis certain God never did appoint and order 
the Jews to ſhed Chriſt's Blood; but on the con- 
trary forbad 'em to kill him: when he ſent him 
among 'em, twas to turn em from their Sins; 
and the End he propos'd was this, Surely they wil 

Mat, 22. reverence my Son, and not kill him, as they did | 
37» his Servants the Prophets. And therefore to l 
ſhew how they acted againſt his Wil), God cen- 
Aets 2.23. ſures thoſe Hands as wicked that killd him, and 
puniſh'd them with moſt dreadful but illuſtrious 
Vengeance. I grant God did foreſee the Fews 
Malice, and delivered his Son up, i. e. he left him 
in their power; and it became his Duty to en- 
dure reſolutely whatever befel him in doing his 
Father's Work : but ſtill God did all, that by 
his Authority and Command he could, to fave 
him from harm. And was this exemplary Puniſh- 
ment, which the Law-giver, inſtead of inflicting 
on him, did by bis Authority ſeek to cover him 
from ? Certainly ſuch a terrible ſolemn Exam- 
ple of Divine Vengeance, as this is pretended to 
be, for ſtriking a Terror into the whole World; 
ſuch a direful Inſtance of God's angry = 
| | | amin 
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faming againſt the Sins of Men, to affright them 
beyond the far leſſer Puniſhments of an univerſal 
Deluge, or a Storm of Fire and Brimſtone, &c. 
I ay, one would think ſuch a folemn Execution 
as this, deſign'd for publick Warning, ſhould 
have the plaineſt Marks of God's Hand in it, If 
it were juſt to inflict this as a Puniſhment on 
Jeſus Chriſt, no doubt God might juſtly have 
commanded the Jews to ſlay him, and then ic 
had look'd more like Puniſhment ; whereas by a 
bare Permiſſion or ſecret Will, it comes to paſs 
that the moſt ſolemn Vindication of ſevere Jultice 
was made to look like an accidental thing, and 
ſcarce to be diſtinguiſh'd from the ordinary Try- 


als of the Saints, as to the Ground of his Suf- 


ferings, and loſes its true Uſe. What publick 


Declaration is here of Divine Juſtice, when *tis 
ſo hard to ſhew that it had any haad in it? Was 

it ever heard that a wiſe Ruler puniſh'd one by 

a grievous Death, for a Demonſtration of his ſe- > 
vere Juſtice, which Death he forbids all his Sub- 
jets to inflict 3 and inſtead of that, commands 
'em to reverence and obey him in all things? 
This would be to obſcure and hide Juſtice, inſtead 
of declaring it, ſay the Socinians. 

Indeed that Text, Ad, 4. 27, 28. as tranſlated, 
may miſlead ſome to thiak that God determin'd 
the Rulers to crucify Chriſt ; but if the Nomina- 
tive Caſe be plac'd before the Verb, as is na- 
tural, the true Order of the Words will be thus; 
Bath Herod and Pontius Pilate were gathered toge- 
ther againſt this holy Child Jeſus, whom thou haſt 
aminted to do what thy Hand and Counſel determin d 
tobe done. The laſt Words, To do what thy Coun- 
ſel determin d, may relate to Chriſt, (ſee As 10. 
38.) not to the wicked Rulers 5 for God did not 
determine them to murder Chriſt, nor was he 
lain by the Wrath of God his Father, but by 
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P. 193 · 


Rom. 3. He declar'd indeed his Righteouſneſs, (or Clemen- 


25. 


28. 


Mat. 258. Thus Chriſt ſhed his Blood for the Remiſſion (not 
_ Puniſhment) of Sn. We are not ſo much as once 


his Love to Sinners, in giving his Son to die for 


An Examination of N 


the unrighteous Wrath of Men, *T would grien 


m1 
ling us of God's curſing bis omn Son, ſaying to him, 


Go thou Curſed, curſed in Body, curſed in Soul, &, Wl LD 


Gal. 3. 13. Methinks tho the Jews made him a Curſe, Chrib. ll | 
: tians ſhould not hold him accurs'd of God. Tn 


Prophet complains of the Injury done him by the 

Fews, who efteem'd him ſmitten of God and ſtricken, 

even when he was wounded for our Tranſgreſſions. 
Jo conclude, Ifind God is often ſaid to declare 


them, but never that he did it to ſhew his Wrath. 


cy, as Dr. Hammond on the place) but hoy! 
not in puniſhing Sin, but in pardoning it: his 
Righteouſneſs in the Remiſſion of Sin, which is not 
an Act of vindictive Juſtice, but of rich Favour, 


call'd to take notice of God's Severity in this 
ir. = | 
But call it what you will, Suffering or Puniſh 
ment, for our good, or in our ſtead; yet if it 
was not a compleat equivalent Puniſhment, as 
much as the ſevereſt Juſtice could demand, or the 
World's Sin could deſerve, *ris nothing to your 
Purpoſe of an infinite Satisfaction. Whether it 
was ſuch, or not, is the next thing to be conſis 
dered. „ 1 
For, 2. The Unitarians do abſolutely deny, that 
Jeſus Chriſt ſuffer'd the Tantundem, or an Equi- 
valent from vindi&ive Juſtice ; I ſay, an Equi- 
valent in the ſenſe of ſtriſt Juſtice : for as fora 
prudential Equivalent, or rather Expedient, ſach 
as Mr. Baxter and others are for, viz, which may 
anſwer the Ends of Government as much as if all 
Men had periſh'd, and which may preſerve Reve- 
rence for the Divine Law; this you call an Intrigut 
3 2 | 0 
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of Politicks, and rightly add, that this wil infer 


no neceſſity of . Satisfaction, i. e. adequate infinite 
Satisfaction: for *tis only a Satisfaction to the 


Divine Will and Prudence, not to inexorable 
juſtice. And the Vnitari ans wiltown, that God's 
merciful Terms of Pardon, 
ceſſion, with the Sinner's Repentance, is ſuch an 
Equivalent, or an Expedient, that better anſwers 
the Ends of Government, and affords Arguments 
and Room for Obedience, more than if Sinners 
were left under Deſpair and Ruin. 7 

But the Queſtion is about an adequate Com- 
penſation to Juſtice for Sins paſt, not about a 
Security for the future; or whether to anſwer 
the Ends of Government, and the Honour of 
God's Law, it was neceſſary that the utmoſt Pu- 
niſhment due ſhould be ſuffered without any A- 
batement ? And whether our Lord Jeſus made 
ſuch a full Compenſation, as was meritorious of 


our Diſcharge from the ſtricteſt Juſtice ? For 


whatever is ſhort of this, cannot be infinite Satiſ- 
fattion, ſince *tis not equal to the Deſerts of finite 
Merit. | 5 | 
Here then is the Streſs and Heart of the Con- 
troverſy between the Vnitarians and Trintarians 
about Chriſt's Satisfaction; which the former 
complain is not underſtood, at leaſt is never at- 
tended to 'by their Adverſaries. And in this 
critical Point, on which the whole Cauſe de- 
pends, as Dr. Outram waves it wholly, ſo I think 


ro Chriſt's Inter- 
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Dr. Stilling fleer, in his Reaſons of Chriſt's Suſferings, 


has moſt egregiouſly fail'd : for after he had 
own'd that the Unitarians acknowledge Chriſt to 
have been an expiatory Sacrifice for Sin, and that 
they freely had told the World what were the 
main Points in Controverſy, viz. 1. Whether Feſus 


Chriſt made an adequate Payment to the 7 uſtice of 


Goa, or an Equivalent for what Men ſhould have 
8 ſufe 
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258 An Examination of 
ſuffer'd ? 2. Whether it was a Satisfaction offer'd 10 
the Mercy of God, or to his Fuſtice ? | ſay, after 
this, he very ſubtilely and unfairly drops the firſt 
and principal part of the Queſtion, ſaying, The 
main Point then between us is, whether Chriſt's Death 
had reſpect to the Fuſtice or Mercy of Gd; and ſo. 
runs away upon a wrong Scent, ſtraining Meta- 
phors and Alluſions to the legal Sacrifices to little 
purpoſe, when he knew the equivalent Payment to 
Juſtice, and no other, was the main Buſineſs: for 
if another Man, or an Angel were appointed for 
a Vitim, this might be an Oblation to Juſtice; 
but not being an Equivalent, you deſpiſe ſuch Sa- 
tisfaction. So that the Equivalent is all in al, in 
this Diſpute ; which finding probably a little 
too troubleſome, he had the wit to lay it aſide, 
even tho he cites a Complaint of the Unitarians, 
that they were not rightly underſtood in this Point; 
and of himſelf they renew the Complaint, that he 
would not, or did not at leaſt, ſeem to under- 
ſtand them by his Anſwer, So that whatever 
Eſteem ſome may have for his Book, I can truly 
ſay *tis nothing to the main Point which he had 
once before him, in his Pref, p. 9, 10. but left it 
out of his Book, whether to ſpare his Adverſaries 
or himſelf, you. may judge. la ſhort, if leſs than 
an infinite and equivalent Satisfaction might do, 
then one leſs than God might give it. I ſpeak 
this over again, becauſe Men are not very willing 

to attend to this main Point. 
Now that cur Lord. Jeſus has not made ſuch ful 
Satisfaction as this, the Unitarians think is prov'd 
from this, that it would exclude all gratui. 
tous free Pardon from God; which beyond all 
N denial, is ſo gloriouſly and exprefly declar'd in 
Ek. 4. the New Teſtament, forgiving one another, as God 
32. for Chriſt's ſake has forgiven you, ixaeioaro. We 
Rom. 3. are juſtify'd freely by his Grace, thro the Redenp- 
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Mr. Leflie's Laſt Dialogue. 
tion, &c. not only by Grace, but diogedr, without 
any meritorious Cauſe, as tis John 15. 25. Now 
how can God be ſaid to pardon Men gratis, if it 
be purchas'd at full Price? What is left to be 
remitted, if what was worth ten thouſand times 
as much more Pardon (even for a thouſand 
Worlds) be paid for it? He forgives all, but a- 
bates not a Farthing, ſay you. Strange, that this 
ſhoald be call'd gratuitous Pardon! I know this 
Argument is old and common, but I never ſaw 
it yet anſwer'd, | | 


'Tis oft ſaid for anſwer, that tho Chriſt paid 


all, yet it coff the Sinner nothing. But to whom 
owes he Thanks for this? Is it to God as freely 
forgiving him, or to Chriſt who paid the whole 
due, which otherwiſe had never been remitted 
by God? But it comes freely to the Sinner; but, I 
ſay, not freely. from God, if he ſold it at full 
worth; only from Chriſt. But the Text fays, 
God freely forgives in Chriſt, Well, but you'll 


2 


ſay, it was God the Father's Mercy that he found P. g. 


out this way of Satisfaction. This is generally 
laid, I doubt, in compliment to the Father, after 
Men have diſhonoured his Goodneſs : For indeed, 
1. It is as much the Son's Contrivance as the 
Fathers, according to your Scheme, nay more 
the Sons than the Father's; for we are told, the 


Son is the Miſdom of God; and you expreſly ſay, 
Wiſdom is the ſecond Perſon of the Bleſſed Trinity. P. 5+ 


Now we know *tis the part of Wiſdom to find 
out deep Contrivances: ſo that the Son muſt be 


the immediate Contriver as well as Executor, 


and nothing is left for the Father but tremendous 
mexorable Fuſtice. If you ſay, Mercy put the Son 
upon contriving, you tell us that Mercy is the 
third Perſon : ſo that all the rich Grace that is left 
for the Father to ſhew, is only to accept a ſuf- 
ficient able Surety in room of a non-ſolvent Debtor, 


S1 | and 


* 

— «+ — HY 1— * S - 1 - 4 

oi ˙ 2 IX - r 
r * N G 

A — 4 — _— = 
8 * IS; - n 2 — - 
G — - - Pp rs _—— " #44 . - 
- q bs 1 23 I I * 


* 2 _— I a 2 - 222 2 . em ee we — * 1 * 


" <9 + + th Ws 
Py 2 2 . r 
= OR LES 
2 
— 


1 
* 
75 
2 75 
E 
þ 
147% 
Tas 
” 
My 
* 
#5 
1 
1 
27 
» 4 
3% 
vg 
ny 
1 
145 
- 
f 
«4 
a 4 
o . 
4 
Wb 
Li 
! 
* 


Sa 
EF: 


A 8 8 ** 2 ” — 8 
E | . — 2 . 
r 
. E EY A2 9 a 


4 

1 

4 

FE 

55 
2 
7 
| 

| n 

jj 

| 

75 
1:8 
4% 4 
x . 
"44 


. 
1 


op , 
"RH | 
» #1 $4 
9... en 
£ 40171 
| N 18 FF 
WJ. " \ 
* « * 75 
ö K 4 ' 11 $ wh 
18 . 
Nt 1 
14 3 ? 
' : 
. g 5 
* 1 
of 7 
* 
F 1 yo 4 
* N 
5 « 3 . 
f n 
5 pl 
Z { e 
» 
1 i 
0% MN 
. jy, 
\ o ? Pl 4%} 
[ u 
Ti 
14? „ 
ths br " 4 
1 « 
Th vi. 
N N 4 
ne 
8 1 
. =.” 5 
q mo . 7 
N KIRK 
1 438 j 
$ 1 
jp 2 bj 
1 * 
790 
n 
+ 


2 „ — 
r — mm ee m_ 


4. 


$6.4 
4147 «1 
*4 TI 
ee 
7.5 
N 
5 i 4 
? 
1 
. 
1 5 
11 4 
2 
8K 
. 
3 
WH, 
0 1 . 17 
* : 
1 . 
| 
1 
45% 
70 
Yo 
175 
1 
1 
lo 
A. 
Sl 
ce 
7 
Wh 
tb - 
. 
5 
. 
; 


260 


An Examination of 
and to accept a full Payment at once of what ele 


he muſt ever be receiving in Parts. Do you think 


ſuch a thing would ſpeak any great Goodneſs even 

11 ²˙ EY : 
2. But ſuppoſing God the Father finds out this 

Expedient, 'tis not an Expedient how he ma 


freely forgive, but how he may be ſatisfied to x 


Farthing. If my Judge or Ruler finds and per- 


ſuades another to pay him my penal Debt or Fine, 


I may be beholden to him for his Wiſdom, and 
perhaps ſome Kindneſs; but I'll never ſay he 
freely forgave my Debt, which I ſaw paid him to 
the full: eſpecially when I ſaw the poor Man, 
my Friend, toll and pinch, and grievouſly put 
to it to make up the Sum, with Tears, and Sighs, 
and Prayers that he might be ſpar'd. The ſame 
I would ſay in any other criminal Caſe, or where. 
ever a Subſtitution can be admitted to give full 
Satisfaction: whatever Favour there may be, 


there is no gratuitous Forgiveneſs of all the Debt. 


Dr. Stilling fleet, who kept as much out of the 


way of this Argument as he could, (unable, 1 
judge, to look this Objection in the face in its 


fall Strength) at laſt mentions it ſlightly and by 


halves, in the laſt Leaf of the Reaſons of Chriſt's 


Sufferings. But tho he did by halves ſtart it, | 


think he did not ſo much as half anſwer it. To 


the Objection of the Inconſiſtency of the Freeneſs of 


God's Grace with Satisfaction, he anſwers, that 


Freeneſs of Grace is conſiſtent with Conditions; be 


means our Repentance and Prayers, and inſtances 
in Abraham's Prayer for Abimelech's Pardon, &c. 
I reply, Tho all Conditions be not inconſiſtent with 
Free Grace, yet all ſtrictly meritorious Conditions 


are ſo; and therefore *tis that in anſwer to the 


Antinomians ObjeQtions, they who aſſert Condi- 
tions of Pardon, do always deny them to be me- 


ritorious, ſuch as Chriſt's Satisfaction is ſaid to be. 


A = ain; 
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Mr. Leſlie's Laſt Dialogue: 
Again, ſays he, Remiſſion is free when the Penalty 
is forgiven wholly, as we aſſert: but others fay, 
True, tis free when tis forgiven freely, but that 
there is no Remiſſion, whatever you aſſert, from 
him, by whom nothing is remitted, no free For- 
giveneſs at all, where all that was due was paid. 
If among Enemies, Priſoners are on equal Terms. 


exchang'd, none will ſay they were freely re- 


leasd, or magnify the Generoſity and Free Grace 
of the Enemy that let them go on ſuch Terms, 


eſpecially if Ten of the other ſide were given in 


exchange for One not ſo conſiderable. 

He adds, that Men under Defamation muſt vin- 
dicate themſelves, tho they freely forgive the Authors 
of the Slander : And ſhall not God? &c. I anſwer, 
That Men may forgive, and yet ſeek to bring 
their offending Brother to an Acknowledgment 


and Repentance: of their Fault, and to ask Par- 


don, becauſe tis not ſtrict Satisfaction; and this 
way God takes ſtill to vindicate his Honour, 
and forgives none that don't humble themſelves 
and repent. But that Men are bound to take 
the Rigour of the Law againſt their Brother, or 
that ever they can be truly ſaid: of Free Grace to 
forgive their Brother, when no Submiſſion will 
be accepted without the ſevereſt Satisfaction to 


a Farthing, is utterly deny'd. Twas time for 


the Doctor to end his Book here, when he could 
not tell better what to ſay to this Objection, 
which if mention'd duly before as it ought, he 


might have given over ſooner. 
Only one thing more I find him pleading, 


viz. That Pardon was nat inconſiſtent with Sacrifice: 
of Atonement, and why ſhould it be more inconſiſtens- 


with the Sacrifice of Chriſt? 1anſwer, Tis not ſaid 
to be inconſiſtent with Chriſt's Sacrifice, but with 
his equivalent meritorious Satisfaction; and there- 


fore Pardon agreed with the legal NIN | 
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aha An Examination of 


becauſe they were not a meritorious infinite 5. 
tisfaction. And if Jews or Gentiles had thought ſo, 
and yet own'd a gratuitous Remiſſion, they were 
as inconſiſtent as others now are. 
Nor does your Notion of Satisfa&ion ſeem 
abſurd in Speculation only, but alſo to have a very 
pernicious Aſpe& upon Practice: For ſince God's 
Forgiveneſs of us is propounded as a Pattera for 
Fph.<,22, Our forgiving our offeading Brethren, what will 
Mat. 6.11, the Meaning of thoſe Words, Forgiving one auo- 
ther as God hath forgiven you, amount to by your 
Interpretation, but this,vzz. When you have had 
full Reparation, not abating . one tittle of due 
rigorous. Puniſhment, then forgive all the reſt, 
when you can demand no more; only if you can 
procure another to ſatisfy you better for them, 
don't refuſe: to accept it, but elſe purſue them 
into Miſery, Priſons, and Death, as God would 
deal by you, unleſs there had been an equivalent 
ſtrict Satisfaction, without which, ſay you, he for- 
gives none? It avails nothing to ſay that we are 
in a private Capacity, but God is a Governor, 
who muſt obſerve different Methods; for ſince 
God, who is our Proprietor as well as Rector, for- 
gives no other way but one, he can be a Pattern 
to us of Forgiveneſs in no other way but this, 
And thus you'll give a fine Account of that great 
Chriſtian Precept of forgiving our Brother: And 
inſtead of being merci ful as our Father in Heaven is 
merciful, teach us to be rigorous and ſevere as he, 
who, beſides Repentance, requires the utmoſt 
Puniſhment due before he forgives, Whatever 
becomes of your Creed ia that Article, the Remi/- 
Fon of Sins, you'll give a ſad Expoſition of the 
Lord's Prayer, and of thoſe two Precepts that are 
the Sum of the Ten Commandments, weakning the 
Motives of our Love to God, by an horrid Miſre- 
preſentation of his Mercy; and of our Love i 
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Mr. Leſlie's Laft Dialogue. 263 
our Neighbour, by teaching us not to forgive, 
tho he turn, and ſay, I repent, unleſs he make full 
Satisfaction, Eye for Eye, or Life for Life. 
Whatever difference of Circumſtances there may 

be in the Method of God's Forgiveneſs and ours, 

it muſt not be in any thing that ſubverts the Na- 

tare of free gratuitous Pardon. 85 


9 * 
— 1 


The Text ſays, Indeed you. are bought with a 1 Cor. 6. 

price: but it, means not any. Price of their Pardon 20. 

paid to God, but that he had bought them by his 

Mercies; or that the Favours God had expended 

upon them did merit and purchaſe their Service. 

So Deut. 32. 6. Do ye thus requite the Lord, is he 

not thy Father that bath bought thee, hath he not made 

the? And thus Dr. Whitby rightly expounds 

2 Pet, 2. 1. Denying the Lord that bought them, of 

God the Father, not of Jeſus Chriſt ; (which ſome 

ignorantly apply to the Unitarians, as if they 

deny'd Chriſt to be Lord) and ſo God hath pur- 

chas'd bis Church with the Blood of his own Son (as 

tis Act, 20. 28. after ſome Copies) or the Lord, 

i. e. Chriſt, has purchaſed it with his own Blood, (at- 

ter others) 1. e. he has obtain'd a Church, reſcu'd 

them from Darkneſs and Sin, and merited that 

they ſhould live to him who has died for them. | 

read of his redeeming Men to God, but not of re- 

deeming any from Feb by giviag to him a full 

Price. Indeed the Terms Redeeming and Ranſom 

are ſeldom us'd in Scripture, but in the meta- 

phorical ſenſe, for Deliverance out of Trouble, 

without regard to the payiag of a Price for it, 

Hence Iſrael was redeem'd out of Egypt, and peut. 7. 8. 

Moſes was their Redeemer, xuTgwrTis, their Ranſomer, Acts 7.35» 

tho he paid no Price. And even where a Ranſom 

in the moſt proper ſenſe is given, it does not ſup- 

poſe an Equivalent, but whatever ſhall be agreed 

on. Thirty Shekels of Silver was the Ranſom of Exod. 21. 

the moſt precious valuable Life, if it happen'd 30, 32. 
| SE 8 4 "— 


Lev. 1 6. 
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ment, tho taken in the moſt proper ſenſe (thy 


| 1y officiated by Benediction and Interceſſion, and 


themſelves, that are alluded to in this matter, 
were not deſign'd for a full Compenſation to Di- Hi 


made (at which time only the High Prieſt wa 


from Juſtice ; *twas Mercy the High Prieſt fled 
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An Examination of 
to be forfeited by the Law there mention? - 
which was next to no Conſideration, if Live, 
were as precious then as no. . 

Nor can any ſuch Satisfaction be infer'd fron 
Chriſt's being a Sacrifice, a Propitiation, or Aton: 


indeed he was a Prieſt only of the Order of Mel. 
chiſedec, who did not ſacrifice, that we find, on- 


not of Aaron) for I am ſatisfy*d the Jewiſh Victim 


vine Juſtice. *Tis evident they were Kites of 
humble Deprecation, and a ſort of ſymbolical Syn 
of Confeſſion, that they deſerv'd to be ſerv'd a Mio 
the Beaſts were, while they implor'd Mercy to Mit 
ſpare them. Nor does it appear, that their 83. 
crifices ſo much as reſpe&ed any Satisfaction to 
Fuſtice. What tho they were to avert God' 
Wrath, which Dr. Sr:llingfleet inſiſts on? I think 
Divine Wrath may be averted by an Addreſs to 
Mercy, and Forgiveneſs will prevent it as cet- 
tainly as Satisfaction: however, *tis certain there 
was in them an Addreſs to Mercy, by which the 
Atonement was made; for if we look to that 
which was the moſt ſolemn Atonement, whicl 
gave that Name to the Day on which it wa 


to officiate, or could be a Type herein of Chrilt) 
we find that the Atonement was made wit 
ſprinkling the Blood ſeven times on the Mey 
Seat, Within the Holy of Holies. This plainly 
taught, that *twas by an Application to Meri) 


to; and this was not only to apply the Atone- 
ment made, but to make it. This plainly figures 
out to us, that Jeſas Chriſt obtains our Pardon 
within the Heavenly Veil, by ſeeking it - the 
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Mr. Leſlie's Laſt Dialogue. 265 
Throne of Grace, or Seat of Mercy. Beſides this, 

the High Prieſt took Incenſe with him, which is 

a Symbol of Prayer; and thus Jeſus Chriſt ſtill 
ntercedes for Pardon as a Grant of Favour, and 


n Heaven offer'd himſelf, as Dr. Whitby ſhews Heb, 9.24; 


Ne. 

tho learly. . 3 [I 

el. Thus the Scripture is ſo far from appropria- 

on- ing Chriſt's Atonement to his Death, that it 

1nd Mies more Virtue to his Interceſſion: Who is he Rom. 8. 
m bar condemneth? it is Chriſt that died, yea rather 34. 
ter, hat is riſer again; who maketh Interceſſion for us. 

Di. Nis Reſurrection being ſo requiſite to his Inter- 

of eſſion for Pardon, that the ſame Apoſtle ſays, 

2 / Chrift be not raiſed we are yet in our Sins, x Cor. x5; 
| 23 otwithſtanding his Death: and the reaſon of 17. 
vit is, becauſe he roſe gain for our Fuſtification, Rom. 4. 
$1. Not only for a Proof of his Acceptance with 25 
(od, which was for his own Juſtification, but 

ods that he might juſtify 26. And on this *tis, that 

ink he Apoſtle lays the ſtreſs of a Chriſtian's Hope Heb.7. 25+ 
s to f Salvation by Chriſt. How often do we hear 
cer- Moor honeſt meaning Perſons. object to the U- 

here n tarians, how can Chriſt be a Saviour if he be 

the ot Supreme God? Now the Apoſtle, without 

that Wnentioning his being God, gives a full Anſwer 

hich to ſuch, He is able to ſave to the utmoſt, ſays he: 

was But how ſo? Wherein does his Ability, for be- 

was ing ſo compleat a Saviour, lie? Becauſe he ever 

riſt) Wives to make Interceſſion for em. None will ſay, 

with that Interceſſion is an Act that none but God 

70) · Nan perform; ſure 'tis the part of an Inferior 

inly rather. Now if his Interceſſion does juſtify as 

fer) rell as his Death, nay rather than it (which 

fled makes me wonder how Dr. Srillingflecet cou'd ask 

one- be Queſtion, Why are not Men ſaid to be juſs p. 299; 
ures hd much rather by Chriſt's Reſurrection? when 
rdon ehe Apoſtle does fo expreſly ſay it, rather be s 

; the Jen) then it follows, ſince Interceſſion is not 

bront ä „ penal 


b An Examination , ) 3 
gene! Sati faction, that we are juſtify'd upon d 
ther terms. Ale 


- 0 


2. Again, legal Atonements were ſometing 


Lev 5012, Blood of a Beaſt did for the Rich. I know ju 
ſpeak contemptibly of a Sacrifice that had i 


ere. 


feſt Exception from that Rule, Nay, Atom- 
ment was made ſometimes by burning a lite 
Incenſe, Numb. 16. 47. a Figure of Prayer 
Pſal. 141.2. And ſometimes: Prayer it ſelf wk 
uſed for making Atonement, Exod. 32. 3 
Which ſhews us what 'tis to atone for Sin; it 
not to ſatisfy for it, but with humble penitcat 
Expreſſions to acknowledge Guilt, and to in- 
plore mere Mercy for averting deſery'd Punil- 
ment: And this anſwers to Chriſt's laterceſin 
with God's Mercy, rather than to any treatiiy 

with vindictive Juſtiſe. : 
3, Thoſe legal bloody Sacrifices themſelre 
appear to be rather penitential than ſatisfactor) 
and to have ſuch ſort of Influence upon Pardu 
as Repentance had, which is no Equivalent d 
Juſtice, but an Addreſs to Mercy. This I g. 
ther from Pſal. 5 1. 16, 17. David had on! 
e te 


1 Murder and Adultery, he is anxiouſly diſ- | 
od for Pardon; he inquires after a Sacrifice 


ine Atonement, but finds none appointed in that 

e by Aeſes's Law: What muſt he do? Shall 

tion WY deſpair becauſe he had no expiatory Sacri- 

e? Can nothing ſerve for Expiation but Blood? 

os, ſays he, tbe Sacrifices of Gad are a broken 
te, i. e. they are a Sacrifice of Expiation, even 

ab as the Law appoints for atoning ſome Sins, 

d al not ſuch as mine. And thus the Fathers 
Cod Unitarians) allow Satisfaction to God to be 
Made by Repentance, Deo ſatisfacere liceat fide 

of (WY pevitentia, Lactan. I. 5. c. 13. So Tertul. Baſil, 
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Seller's Remarks on S. Cy pr. Life. And I think 
there pentance has all in it that Dr. Stillingfleet ſays. 1 
t the 4ronement, Chr. Suff. p. 59. Tis Pain ſuffer d 
4 Li, ordain'd of God, in order to Forgive- 
co-s, ſerves the Ends and Honour of Govern- Fn 
tia nt; and is more ſtrictly inflicted on us by 1 
nau. ds Command, than Death was on Jeſus Chriſt : | 


yet 'tis no equivalent Payment to Juſtice, 
lle tis an atoning Sacrifice. 4 | 
and 1 think you, Sir, make Chriſt's Satisfac- 
n to lie in Chriſt's Repentance or Sorrow for 
Sin, viz. in his Senſe of Sin proportionable to the 
vce, p. 21. which you call the utmoſt that Fuſ- 
requir d; tho a bare Senſe of the Fault is no 
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» in: ritorious Compenſation to Fuſtice for an Injury, 
uni- only recommends one to Mercy. And you 


eſliol 


u in this as if Chriſt's Atonement was made 
-ating 


her by ſhedding of Tears, than by ſhedding 
Zuod; for the former is the more proper 


(cre Mprefſion of a burden'd Spirit. 
or), ut to return to David's Sacrifice of a con- 
ardon le Heart; 1 find Dr. Srilling fleet arguing againſt P. 273. 
at 0888 (who aſſerted the Efficacy of the Sacri- 1 
to depend on God's Appointment of it as a ” 
mi, Widition) asks, Why were not inward Sorrow for 

tel 1 e -— 


268 An Examination of 
| Sin, and Prayers and Thanks rather made thy 
Conditions of Expiation, than ſuch a chargeable g,, 

vice? Now in David's Caſe, under the hich 

Guilt, it was juſt ſo; no Sacrifice of Blood or 1k 

was requir'd, only inward Sorrow, Tears, aj 
Prayers. And therefore one might have ag 

the Doctor on the other hand; If the Deſign 

the Legal Sacrifices was to teach the Jews, thi 
no Pardon cou'd be had but upon Chriſt's 3 

p. 274, tisfaction, as he intimates ;- then, I pray, ho 
came it to pafs, that under the Guilt of th 
deepeſt Dye, where Pardon ſeems moſt unlike 

to be obtain'd, there ſnou'd be no Sacrifice jt 

all appointed, but bare Repentance was accepte 
without any bloody Offering, or the help of an 

Type to lead the Thoughts to Chriſt's Su 
faction? What, muſt one deſpair of Pardq 
without Chriſt's Sacrifice for lighter Fault 

and yet do well without it, under tne dam 

ing Crimes of Murder and Adultery ? Or wall 

God have Satisfaction for, and teach Men h 
dread, leſſer Errors, but not groſs Wiche 

In vain do ſome pretend to flee to they 

ral National Atonement, as if theſe Crimes wi! 
pardon'd by ir, for which no Sacrifices wt 
particularly appointed: for as great Crimes! 
quire a more ſpecial Repentance, fo likewik' 
more particular ſolemn Expiation; and ' 
ſtrange if they ſhou'd paſs off ſlightly by 2 f 

neral Atonement. Moreover, the Sinner mig 

die according to the Law before that Day cant 
nor cou'd David ſay, there was no Sacrifice 
pointed in his Caſe, if it had been ſo. Al 

S t. Paul v om, there were Sins from wh 
Acts 13.39. Men cou'd not be juſtify'd any way by the La" 
Moſes. So that 9 Wu ty be the oll 

way left em for the Expiation of the 801 
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Mr. Leſlies Laſt Dialogue. 269 
lt 3 which was a Procedure, not on the Law | 
f Moſes, but on the Principles of natural Re- 
jon, common to others. | | 
take the matter to be thus, That the Sacri- 
ces alone did not purge the Conſcience, but 
aal took away the political Guilt, in relation to 
eir Civil and Eccleſiaſtical Penalties; and there . .., 
we when the Crime was ſuch as muſt not be 
ardon'd, but the Sinner muſt be put to death, 
en there was no room for a Sacrifice, becauſe 
o Pardon cou'd be granted of that nature. 
ut yet, with reference to God, and a future 
ce M tate, his Pardon was ſtill to be ſought by true 
prcicpentance, but without any bloody Sacrifice, la>r.18, 
u typical of Chriſt's Satisfaction. But when the 
Sat aw allow'd Pardon, then Sacrifice was that 
ard by which they ſought it from God, as their 
Tau te-Ruler: And therefore, even in the matter 
dam f Adultery, which was by the Law made Ca- 
oil, and conſequently admitted no Sacrifice, from 
en id; we find, that when in one Caſe the 
ich e Crime, for ſome Reaſons, was not by the 
uu made Capital, then a Sacrifice was appointed, 
e Levit. 19. 21, 22. compar'd with Deut. 22. 24. 
bich makes it plain, that Sacrifices were us'd or 
s Wet, according as the Crimes were expiable or not, 
nes relation to temporal and political Puniſhments, 
wik et in relation to future Puniſhments (which 
ad the End of Chriſt's Sacrifice) for then they 

9 0u'd have been moſt uſeful under the moſt 
nous capital Crimes, where we find 'em whol- 
cam excluded, becauſe they cou'd have no effect up- 
fice their temporal Puniſhment ; and Repentance 
ass the only Refuge from future Puniſhment. 
wich Whence I infer, That tho this way of poli- 
Ia l Pardon might be typical of the Goſpel-way 
he o eternal Pardon, by the Sacrifice of Chriſt's 
hedience to Death, as their Canaan was of our 
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An Examination of 
heavenly Bliſs; yet J ſee no manner of Preterd 
for what you ſuggeſt, that the Jewiſh Sacrify 
of Beaſts derived their Worth and Efficacy fg 
Atonement from the Sacrifice of Chriſt : forth 
great Virtue of his Death feems wholly apyn 
priated to the future Salvation from the Puri 
ments of the World to come. It purges the Cu 
ſcience, it effects our eternal Redemption, and ſay 
us from Wrath to come; but it does not take 
the temporal Puniſhment of a Criminal, nor x 
verſe the juſt Sentence of the Civil Law or Sg 
This is not the Purpoſe of Chriſt's Death, toi 
terfere with Srate-Fudicatories, or to ſave a Mu 
derer from Execution: But 'tis apparent th 
this was the Deſign of the legal Sacrifices; at 
therefore how could they derive their Eff 
from Chriſt's Death, for thoſe Effects, which | 
Virtue of Chriſt's Death has no Influence upai 
What! Did Chriſt die to procure State-Pard 
for Criminals? If not, how could thoſe Sacri 
ces, that were us'd for that end, have their Vi 
tue from his, that has no ſach Virtue aſcribt 
it? Chriſt's Virtue was of one kind, theirs 
another, I wonder to ſee with what Aſſural 
Men tell the World, that all the Efficacy 1 
the legal Sacrifices was from Chriſt's Death, wi 
the Scripture ſays not ſuch a word. If it * 
been ſo, I think it had not fail'd to have be 
mention'd in the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, wht 
is no ſuch thing, but only ſome Alluſions of Chril 
Oblation to the legal Offerings; making the is 
ter to be Reſemblances, Types or Figures of ll 
other. But that might be, and yet they not la 
from. it the leaſt Efficacy for eternal Pardil 
only Chriſt's Death had the like Efficacy (al 
greater in Degree) for eternal Pardon, as the! 
gal Offerings had for external and temporal 2 
don; both of 'em did — jon nnd 
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Mr. Leflie's Laſt Dialogue. 
;rifices, to the ayerting Wrath. But that the 
\ture of a Sacrifice is not to make an equiva- 
at Compenſation for Crimes, is ſeen both from 


ie ſmall Value of the Jewiſh Sacrifices of Beaſts, 


cenſe, Meal, &c. Which were not in themſelves 
equal Value to the Soul or Life of Man, nor 
4 borrow Virtue from Chriſt's Death to raiſe 
em up to ſuch an Equivalent; and alſo from 
e nature of Repentance, Which is with as exprefs 
eign declar'd by David to be an atoning Sa- 
ifice, as ever Chriſt's Death is declar'd to be 
ch in the New-Teſtament ; and yet cannot be 


md to operate, by way of full Compenſation 


> tric vindictive Juſtice, for heinous, Crimes. 
he Sum of the whole is, that if Repentance 
as as efficacious 4 Saorifice in the worſt Crimes, 
Burnt-Offerings of Beaſts were under {ſmaller ; 
id yet that Repentance imply'd no equivalent 
tisfafion to rigorous Juſtice, any more than nom 
does; then it follows that the nature of an ex- 
atory Sacrifice is not to make a full Satisfaction 

ſtrict Juſtice, even tho Mercy accept it for an 


tonement, as it did a little Meal; and conſe- 
ently Chriſt's being an atoning Sacrifice, does 
dt prove he was ſo by ſuch an equivalent Sa- 


faction. $2.44 65 '8 , „ | : L ; 
3. Suppoſing ſtill that ſuch an equivalent Pursſh- 


_ 


nt had been requir'd and paid by Jeſus Chriſt, 
t the Unitarians ſay this) will not ſuppoſe it to 


Infinite, or the Perſon that paid it to beſo; 
Becauſe the Sin to be explated, tho exceeding 
v4, does not appear to be of infinite Demerit. 


othing is pretended for this, but its being a- 


unſt an infinite Object; but if that makes it 
„then all Sin muſt be ſo for the ſame reaſon, 
being againſt the ſame infinite God. But if 
Sins are of infinite Guilt, then all muſt be 
equal Guilt; ſince no Guilt can be aggravated 


beyond 
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2 An Examination of . * 
beyond Infinite, which belongs to the leaſt Sin. 
and equal Guilt deſerves equal Puniſhment: aul 
ſo there muſt be no Difference of Crimes, 'preate 
or leſs, one or many, the Guilt will be the ſame; 
nor any Difference of Puniſliments, no greater Cu. 
demnation; which is certainly falſe. And there. 
fore if no better reaſon can be given to pron 
Sin of infinite Demerit than this, there is no res. 
ſon to ſay God requires infinite Puniſhment t 
A 8 +5 
2. They don't ſee it poſſible that there ſhoull 
be infinite Satisfaction by infinite Puniſhment; he. 
cauſe nothing that is infinite can ſuffer. G0di 
impaſſible, and cannot deny, or diminiſh himſelf; 
and ſuppoſe what Union you pleaſe of the Deity 
to the Humanity of Chriſt, yet as nothing but 
the human Nature ſuffer'd, ſo that Nature, with 
all its Acts and Paſſions, remains ſtill but finite 
_ He was not an infinite Man, or an immenk 
Creature, by being united to God: And his Si 
fering can hardly be counted infinite, any mor 
than his Eating and Drinking; ſince the Deity 
no more ſuffer'd than it eat or drank. You 
may call it what you will, relatively or figur. 
tively infinite, or by a logical Communication 
Properties; but ſevere jealous Juſtice is not tobe 
cheated or blinded with Names and Terms of Art, 
while it ſees nothing truly ſuffers but a fral 
finite Creature. 1 1 
Io talk of God's Suffering, and a God punilt'd, 
or of one Perſon of the Trinity puniſh'd and 
curs'd by one of the other, and the third helping 
the ſecond to bear the Vegeance of the firſ, i 
daring Boldneſs enough, but little to the Honot 
of God or Chriſtianity. And at this rate tht 
Unitarians Account makes his Sufferings as much 
infinite as yours; for they freely own a peculiat 
ſingular Union of God the Father to ” — 
I LE rt 
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briſt, who wrought his Works for him. The John 14. 


273 


Ather in me he doth the Works, (tho I ſuppoſe he 10. 


lid not ſuffer his Pangs) and this ſeems as ho- 
nourable and as near a Relation as others pre- 


end; and yet they don't think he is made God 


— 


being p . 
Beſides, how can one infinite Sacrifice (if it 
x ſuppos'd) be an Equivalent for ſo many Mi- 
iads of infinfte Sins? as a great Prelate of the 
Age has öbſerv'd in onè of he four Diſcourſes. 
in not each Crime need an infinite Sacrifice ? 


f you ſay one Infinite is as much as many of the 


ame kind, becauſe it can have no addition; then 


you muſt remember that one Jafinite Divine Per- 
on is as much as Three, and by this Rule the 


Dnitarians have as compleat an Object of their 


aith and Worſhip as you. Nay, it follows, if 


zin be of infinite Guilt, and one and many are 


he ſame, that a whole Courſe of Debaucheries 
dught to fit as eaſy on the Conſcience, as one fingle 
finite Fault; and will not this be a fine way to 


4+ » 


ake your Doctrine of Satisfaction a comfortable 
f 34 SIE r. IEICE. 


;ͤ 7 IO „ 
| You ſuppoſe there may be an infinite. Suffer- 
0g, in which you place Chriſt's Satisfaction, viz. 


7 


n his having an infinite Senſe of the infinite De-. 


rrit of Sin; becauſe, ' ſay you, he had an ade- 
uate Notion of God. But this is either falſe, or 


lothing to the purpoſe : *Tis falſe, if you mean 
at he had an infinite Senſe of Sin, in his human 
aure, as you ſuppoſe, p. 21. or an adequate 
\tion of God; for that finite Mind was not 


apable of finding out the Almighty to perfec- 


lon: nay, *tis falſe, if you mean it of a ſorrow- 
ll Senſe of Sin (ſuch as your Argument implies) 
0 you ſappoſe his Divine Nature; for that 
annot be afflicted” penally, or have any truly ſor- 
ofal Senſe, But if yu mean that he 8 


19, 20. 
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If God did not require a ſtrict Equivalent; if 


— 


An Examination of 
fall Eſtimate of the Demerit of Sin in his Dj; 
Comprehenſion, then *tis to no purpoſe to cal] this 
Satisfaction; for ſo had God the Father as large 
and deep a Senſe as Chriſt could have, and ex. 
preſt as much! Grief (figuratively) and fo ha 
the Spirit alſo. At this rate they made Satisfac- 
tion too. So then as Man he had no infinite Senſe 
of Sin, as God the Father had the ſame. 
The Sum of the Arguments thus far is this: 


Chriſt did not pay ſuch, nay, if an Equivalent it 
ſelf would not amount to Infinite; then was there 
no need of an infinite Perſon to make a finite $4. 
tisfaction, much leſs to be a Mediator and Inter- 
cefſor with Divine Mercy. 

But perhaps *twould be well if you could get 
off ſo; for the Unitarians turn the Tables upon 
you, and from your very Proof of Chriſt's Deity, 
think they raiſe an inſuperable Objection again 
it, which runs thus: If, ſay they, Juſtice be, « 
you ſpeak, of the very Eſſence of God, and 'ti 
the Nature of Fuſtice,. and conſequently of God, u 
require an adequate Satisfaction; then if Chriſt hare 
Divine Juſtice, i. e. the Divine Nature, and be Gu 
himſelf, he muſt alſo require ſuch Satisfaction; 
but if he do not require it, he wants what is 
ſential to God. No doubt you will ſay he is God, 
whatever follows. Well then, ſay they, is tc 
the ſame juſt God who was offended by Mens 
Sins? Or are there two Gods, one who was of. 
fended by our Sins, and the other not? If he bt 
the ſame Cod himſelf, then being the offendel 
Party he muſt receive infinite Satisfaction, that! 
muſt be as juſt a Perſon as his Father. But yt 
ſince tis he only makes the Satisfaction, it follons 
that he is not ſatisfy'd, unleſs he ſatisfies bil- 
ſelf, which is no very terrible Inſtance of vidi 
teve Fuſtice, $ He 
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_ Here then is the Dilemma in which you are 
this caught: Either Jeſus Chriſt, as God, has given in- 
5: faite Satisfaction to himſelf, which ſeems ab- 
el. ird; or he is not ſatisfy'd at all, and ſo is not 
at Cod by your own account. Chuſe whether of the 
ac: two you'l take. I find you offer at both, becauſe 
aſe you dare not ſtand to either. en 
: 1. You would have it no Abſurdity for God 
b. to ſatisfy himſelf, and alledge vainly the Apo- P. 2. 
i Ie Words, God was in Chriſt, reconciling the _ 
til to himſelf (i. e. by ſending the Apoſtles to 2 Cor. 5. 
ct N perſuade em to be ſo reconciPd) when you ſhould 
vo}: prov'd that God was reconciling himſelf to 
te. 4e World, and this by paying himſelf the fall 
Price of their Pardon. Then you bring for a 
bt Parallel, an Inſtance of a Creditor who pays bimſelf, 
bon helping his Debtor to Stock, and Credit, and Pre- 
0 erment, GC, that he may be able to make Satisfac- 
10! en for his Debt. But becauſe any one will ſee 
+0 that the Debtor pays the Debt out of his own 
i q Improvements, not out of the Creditor's own 
i borſe, therefore you recant your own Words 
2 and having before ſuggeſted that the Creditor paid 
%%, you add, That becauſe twas paid by the Deb» 
ig, tis not ſtrictly call d ſatisfying himſelf. But why 
A; then did you bring it for an Inſtance of that 
* kind ? *Tis a ſtrange way of illuſtrating a Point, 
* by bringing an Inſtance for it, and then giving a 
od reaſon why it won't anſwer. 55 
* The like may be ſaid of David's giving to 
a Cod. Twas David's AQ, to give what was in 
th his own Power and Choice to have withheld. 
od did not give to himſelf, to make himſelf 
1. amends for any wrong David did him; which 
in, boo Caſe in hand, and ſeems very abſurd. 
aber fore. ” 
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. 2. (i.) You ſay, Man paid his Debt to God, en 


An Examination of 
21. In the next place, you would not hay: 
it thought that God ſatisfies himſelf. There. 


bled to it by God, What! does God enable fit 
Man to do an infinite Thing? To pay infinie Wil © 
Satisfaction? It ſeems then that a mortal Ma P 
with God's Help, can make ſufficient Satisfaction 
for Sin. I thought that whatever is infinite, i; il © 
in none but God alone; and conſequently, that t. 
if any infinite Price be paid to God, *tis paid AW + 
by himſelf, to himſelf, and not by Man, as Jof. 
ſay. - No not by the human Nature of Chriſt, i 6 
that be your meaning; for infinite cannot come s 
from finite, and that Nature is no more, If yu il © 
ſay, the infinite Value comes from the Divin 


t 
Nature united to it; then I ſay, his Divine N.. 2 
ture is ſatisfy'd by Value receiv'd from it A c 
and ſo we are again where we. were at firſt; ll : 
and he till pays himſelf, which is a ſort of P. e 
ment we don't oft hear of, eſpecially where f. 
vere ſtrict Fuſtice has to do, And yet ' tis ſome : 
what more harſh in caſe of Puniſhment, to tat f 
| Tri Satisfaction for one Abuſe, by ſuffering -! 
nother from the ſame hand. If this be tremen- WW t 
dous full Satisfaction, then I don't ſee but « ] 
Bleſſed Saviour, in bidding us, when ſmitten, b 
turn the other Cheek, might intend not ſo mud 
to teach us a Leſſon of Patience, as to put u 
upon ſeeking; rigorous Satisfaction by a ſecont ! 


Blow. Thus I ſee you alſo can learn the Sopbifr 
of not diſtinguiſhing between Debts and Puniſy 
ments. But 3 being too abſurd, you add, 4 
your laſt Refuge, . 
. 2.) That 8 God the Son paid the Satiifar 

tion to his Father, one Perſon to another; and ſo, ſiſ 
you, the Objection is wholly over. 1 perceive 'ti 
tronbleſome to you, and therefore you pe a 
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haſte to have it over. But 'tis not over yet: 
This may account for Satisfaction to the Father, 
but ſtill here is no Satisfaction to God the Son, 
unleſs he has ſatisfy'd himſelf. The Queſtion is, 
Did Jeſus Chriſt ſatisfy the Father only ; (elſe the 
Difficulty remans ſtill how he could ſatisfy him- 
ſelf) then who ſatisfies the Son? Can the Son be 
God, and yet not have Divine Juſtice eſſential 
to God? Or can his Divine Fuſtice admit Men to 
Favour without a Satisfaction? Will it not then 
follow that vindictive Juſtice is not neceſſary to 
God's Nature, but that he can forgive without a 
Satisfaction, ſince God the Son does forgive with- 
out any, tho he have that ſame Nature? Why 
then can't God the Father forgive the ſame way? 
But if on the other hand, Chriſt be that very 


God, who can no more remit the leaſt Farthing than b. 47. 


ceaſe to be; and withal, it be abſurd for one to 
give penal Satisfaction to himſelf; which makes 
you ſay, A Trinity is neceſſary to Chriſt's Satisfac- 
tion, (for elſe the Father alone might ſatisfy him- 
ſelf: ) then it follows we have God the Son to 
ſatisfy ſtill, and ſo you have mended the Mat- 
ter well, Are not we in as bad a Caſe as ever ? 
For the Son has, according to you, as ſevere vin- 
dictive Juſtice as the Father. : 

And 1s not that a defe&ive Expedient for our 
Redemption, that leaves us without Hope, un- 
leſs we find another Infinite Sacrifice for the Son? 
Truly, Sir, 1 had much rather humbly truſt in 
the rich Mercy of a gracious God, thro the 
Mediation and Intercefſion of the Lord Jeſus, 
with a ſincere Repentance and Obedience, with- 
out pretending to plead equivalent Merit and 
full Worth given him, for all the Favour or 
Good I want from him; thaa to offer a full Sa- 
tisfaction to but one Divine Perſon, and no- 


khing at all to the other wo; who, according 


fe: 
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to you, are as able to deſtroy me as that oth, 


and having the ſame Juſtice muſt needs be as in. 
exorable as he, without a Satisfaction, had cer. 


tainly been. 155 
But to tell you the Truth, I verily believe, a. 
ter all, that you and others of the ſame Opinion 
do not think Jeſus Chriſt has the ſame vindictive 
Juſtice which you attribute to his Father. You ſip 
he is God equal to the Father, but you repre. 
ſent him by your Scheme as much more gracion,, 
And this I fear is the fatal tendency of your 
Notions, to derogate from the glorious Love and 
Free Grace of the Father of Mercies, and to ex. 
alt Jeſas Chriſt above him, in the valgar Eſteen 
at leaſt. The Father you call Power, and repre. 
ſent him inexorable, without fall Satisfaction to 
a Farthing; but Jeſus Chriſt ſo good and compaſ: 
ſionate beyond him, that tho he be as much in- 
jur'd as his Father, and have as much Right to 
demand Satis faction, yet he will remit all hi 
Debt without any Compenſation ; a poor Peni- 
tent ſhall be welcome to his Favour, without any 
Price paid him: Nay, ſo good, that he will 
himſelf be at the Expence to ſatisfy all the 
Father's Demands too at fall Price. How cat 
poor People forbear, by this Rule, to think and 
ſpeak more kindly of Jeſus Chriſt, than of God! 
Is this one reaſon that makes ſo many bow at 
the Name of Jeſus, who yet ſtand ſtiff at the Name 
of his God and ours? Or that teaches others to 
call a Sermon of loving Chriſt, &c. ſpiritual 
Preaching, while one of loving and obeying 604, 
is reliſh'd as dry Morality? = 
I find Men are more willing to truſt Chril 
than the Father So that if Chriſt have not made 
an infinite Satisfaction to the Father, but the) 
be directed to hope in the Father's free Mercy, 
- Thro Chriſt's Interceſſion, they cry out they 4. 
undone and Joſt. Why ſo? Can't we trult the 
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gather of Mercy? May not we as well hope for 
the Father's Favour, without an Equivalent, as 
for the Son's, without any given to him? We muſt 
be beholden to ſome one for free unmerited Fa- 
vout ; and why muſt the. Father be diſhonour'd 
with our deſpondent Jealouſy more than ano- 
ther? Cannot he, if he pleaſes, as well be at fo 
much Expence of Goodneſs to give, as Chriſt 
be at the Expence to purchaſe Favour? Is not 
he as rich in Goodneſs. as the Son, who re- 
ceives all from him? Would Men be more un- 
done, if left to ha Pity, of whom our Lord | 
aid, there is none good but one, that is God; than Mat. 19. 
when left to his, who ſaid, Why calleſt thou me ** 
good ? for you muſt be left to the mere Pity of 
either God or Chriſt, unleſs you can produce a fall 
Satisfaction made to both of them, which your 
Scheme of infinite Satisfaction will not allow of. 

| think *twere better to deſiſt from ſuch Ar- 
uments for Chriſt's Deity, till you are able to de- 
fend them, and till you can ſo manage them, as 
not to have them turn'd againſt your ſelf with 
ſo much Force. But there's no ruling a raſh in- 
diſcreet ul, How many Teacher, tell their 
People, that Chriſt could not be a ſufficient Sa- 
viour as Mediator, except he were God Almighty, 
who never conſider the aboveſaid Conſequences of 
making God a Mediator ? And how many poor 
Creatures have 1 heard ſneaking ſcoratully of 
Chriſt for a Mediator or Saviour (to whom 
Chriſt crucify'd ſeems to be a Stumbling- Block) 
if he could not make infinite Satisfaction by ſut- 
tering, who yet cou'd not auſwer one of the 
Arguments againſt ſuch Satisfaction? As it the 
Office and Love of the Redeemer were con- 
temptihle, unleſs they be enabled to claim Par- 
don and Salvation from God, as things he is 
ſaffe ently paid for; or as jt it were nothing. 

. | worth 
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worth to them, that the bleſſed Fefus has ſo 


bd 


liv'd and died for them, as to obtain the higbeſ 
Acceptance with God, and the higheſt Power x 


his Right Hand, and then uſes this Intereſt fo 
them. I perceive they who ſo think, woull 


Heb. 7. 25. never believe that Feſus Chriſt is able ro ſay 


P. 45, 


P. 28. 


ſuch a way to prove it. 


them to the utmoſt, for the Apoſtle's reaſon, vj, 


| Becauſe he ever makes Interceſſion for them. 


As for your wild Antinomian Suggeſtions ſcat. 
ter'd up and down, about Chriſt's Suretyſhiy, 
his being the Reconciler of Angels, who never of- 
fended, as well as of Men; your pretty Metz 
phors about being cloth'd in the Garments of on 
elder Brother (a bold word to uſe of Almighty 


God; for as Chriſt was Man, you'l not ſay bit 


there are elder Brethren than he) your Talk d 
Darning and Gobling, Rubbing and Scrubbing, Patch 
ing and Scouring, the filthy Rags of our beſt Rights 
ouſneſs, which the poor Biſemers have been jeer' 
out of, by them of the Church, as nauſeous Can; 
your aſſerting all our beſt Performances to be In 
vocations : Theſe and many more ſuch J can paß 
over, and impute them to a Weakneſs, which might 
conſiſt with an heneſt Mind. But I cannot befb 
favourable to other Inſtances, which bear the 
Marks of deſign'd Diſhoneſty, when you inſinuat 
that the Socinians deny Hell-Torments, and uk 


The Racovian Catechiſm and other Writing 


expreſly own erernal Puniſhments; and Dr. Stilling 


feet cites them, as aſſerting, that God's Veraciy 
is concern'd in the Execution of thoſe Threatnings " 
the Impenitent. But you make your Socinian del 


this, and charge him with believing 20 Hell at al; 


and to make out your Reproach, you moſt un. 
righteouſly have put the very Words of one ef 
your Trinitarians upon the Socinian. 80 that 
ſhould ſuch Men as you (and Mr. Edwardi) 
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pereafter happen to be credited, ſuch things win 

paſs for Socinian Sayings, which either none of 

them did ſay, or at moſt did no more ſay than 

the Trinitarians themſelves, Almoſt whole Papes 

of Dr. Tillotſon's Sermon on Hell Torments, you 

have clapt lily upon your Socinian, as if twas 

eripinally from a Socirian; and he, In diſtinRion 

from others, muſt be charg'd with it. 1 know: 

not but ſome, both of one Party and the other, 

may indeed approve that Sermon, (and yet not 

at all deny Hell-Torments, which is your Inference 

only.) But is the Socini an therefore to be up- 

braided by a Trinitarian, with what Words were 

originally the Trinitarian's own; and witha Doc- 

tine that they have ſo pablickly contradicted, as 

well as their Adverſaries? 5 
Thus again you make your abus'd Socinian to 

ſay, He can't think it lawful to preath the Goſpel a- P. 29. 

gainſt the Command of the Civil Government, with-= ' 

out ſuch a Commiſſion as the Apoſtles had; when 

they are the words of a Trinitarian, at the Head of 

a Trinitarian Church. And tho 1 will not juſtify 

their Practice, who after they have ſettled their 

Jadgments in that Perſuaſion of the Divine Unity, 

and have a fair Opportunity given them, do yet 

want the Zeal and Courage of a Chriſtian, to 

confeſs with their Mouth what they believe 1a their 

Hearts, nay, dare practiſe contrary to their Faith 

who, in Matters of Moment, and in which the 

Honour of Chriſtianity is ſo highly concern'd, 

are for having their Faith to themſelves, in a Senſe 

the Apoſtle (tho ſpeaking of migute Points only) Rom. 14. 

never ſeems to have intended ; which only means, 

we ſhould not uncharitably urge our Opinions 

and little Practices on others, not that we ſhould 

not own, or practiſe, nor impart. our Faith to 

the World: Yet I may truly ſay this is no Sa- 

cinian Principle, witneſs the ſevere * 

| e they 
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they have oft endur'd under Tyinitariant, add 
ſometimes at the Stake, which with great Con. 
ſtancy they have embrac'd, long ſince the Ref. 
mation. But how do you prove this to be a Sg. 
nian Tenet 2 Is it any other way than this, 2. 
becauſe, you find a Trinitarian profeſſing it? Aud 
not liking it in him, you unrighteouſly father it 
on the Socinian, tho none ſuch appears ever ty 
have been of that Mind. EIS 
Theſe are your p:ous Frauds - becauſe you could 
not raiſe Odium enough from their own Writing, 
you pick up any odious thing even out of the 
Writings of their very Oppoſers, and then make 
your Socinian to ſpeak it, and this without namiag 
the Author from whom you took the Paſſage; 
(Fillstſon's Sermon on Foſh. 24. 15.) that it might 
Iook as if it were taken out of ſome Unitarin 
Tract which you pretend to be confuting. Yu 
might with the ſame Honeſty, and from the ſane 
Authority, have told the World, that the Ha 
xians OWN three Perſons in the one God, and the $1- 
preme Deity of a derived Son. This, Sir, ma 
paſs for your Method with the Socinians, 
Whether you intended to ſlur that illuſtrios 
Archbiſhop (whoſe noble Parts, great Integrity, 
and ſweet Temper render'd him one of th: 
brighteſt Ornaments of the Church and Age) bj 
telling the World he was a Socinian, tho himſel 
wrote againſt them; or intended rather to load 
the Socinians with others Faults, it matters not: 
for either way tis ſuch an uarighteous deliberate 
Slander of your Neighbour, ſuch falſe Wines 
borne againſt him, that I hope for your own ſake, 
you will not rely on Chriſt's Satisfaction for you; 
Pardon without Repentance. | find indeed you 
profeſs not to ſtand or fall by your Sincerity at tht 
Great Dxy, Bat whatever this Error may be i 
Speculation, I beſeech you let's have no more pri 
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al loſtances of renouncing e becauſe the 
Con. orld generally has ſome Kindneſs left ſtill for 
ef. hat Virtue. 5 | - | 
Sri. And I think this is enough to fink the Credit 
vi, pf any reproachful Stories which you don't vouch 
And y others. This would lead me to reply, in the 
er it ext place, to your angry Reproaches and Cen- 


ures of the Unitarians : which I might attempt, 


ould r Jews, in their Belief of the Unity of God; or 

ings, Nike to Pag ant, in their multiplicity of Divine 

* the eros, be moſt criminal? Whether you do well 
nabe n repreſenting the Socinian, as being at a greater 
nic itance from the reſt of the Chriſtian Church, 
age; ban the Mabometans? While theſe deny the A- 
light les Creed in the very Letter, deny that Chriſt 


s the Son of God, on which the Socinians build 


You heir ſtrongeſt Arguments; deny that ever 
ſame hriſt was 6rucify'd, dead or bury'd, and that ever 
Soi We roſe from the Dead; who 1 his Laws 
. in ſubjection to which the very Eſſence of a 
ma) briſtian lies, more than in right Syſtems of 


aith) and receive another Rule, another Lord, 


mother and a carnal Hope; whereas the Unita- 

it), Nians agree with other Chriſtians in all theſe and 
the "any other great Points. 

) by As to your Rarity of the Addreſs to the Mo- 

nſelt Wocco Ambaſſador, I fee not what it amounts to, 

load ore than a Complaint of the Corruption of the 

not; briſtian Faith in the Article of one God, which 


he Mabometans have kept by Conſent of all Sides. 
let foraſmuch as I can learn nothing from any 
Untarians of any ſuch Addreſs from them, nor 
lo you produce any Subſcribers Names, I con- 
lude no ſuch Addreſs was ever made by any de- 
ted from them, whatever any ſingle Perſon 
ght do: I ſuppoſe you conclude from the Mat- 
er of it, that it muſt be from ſome Unitarian, 
ind perhaps ſoz yet you may remember, that 
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ſo yon concluded from the Matter of Dr. Tiloſ,y, 

Sermons, that they were a Socini an's. Again, 
Can you juſtify your Raſhneſs in ſaying, thy 
Unitarians- are not Chriſtians ? when to he 
Chriſtian, is to own the Authority and rectin 
the Doctrine of Chriſt, according to their be 
Judgment (which one would think, a Chariy 
as little as yours, might readily grant they d 
who in their Belief go againſt afl temporal M. 
tives, and bear the heavy Wrath of their pe. 
ſecutors.) Do they not worſhip the God of 4 
brabam, Iſaac, and Jacob? the ſame God thy 
Eph. 3.14. the Apoltles worſhip'd, who bow'd their Kneey 
the God and Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. Ny 
don't they worſhip the ſame God that our In 
Chriſt himſelf, our great Pattern, worſhip! 
And are they not Chriſtians in their Worſtig 
who worſhip as Chriſt himſelf did? I pray wh 
are Chriſtians, if not theſe? Did he not 1 
my God and yours? q. d. You muſt have and om 
the ſame God with me; or, you and [I havetk 
ſame Object of our Faith and Joy. Do you pretel 
to ſhew that ever Jeſus Chriſt worſhip'd a Son 
Holy Ghoſt ? Shew it, and they will imitate hit 
In the mean time, if having juſt the ſame God al 
Object of Supreme Worſhip as the Man Cj 
Jeſus had, muſt make them not Chriſtians, tit 
envy not any who claim the Name of the «j 

Chriſtians, upon the contrary Ground, 

Again, Whether the Unitarians ever {al 
Paganiſm is preferable to the Chriſtian Doftrine, & 
you aſlert in your Preface; and *twill concel 
you to ſhew, that you make ſome Coaſcienced 
what you write, by making that heavy Chan 
good; if you cannot do it, I ſhall henceforth hal 
no great Opinion of ſuch Monopolixers of Chrill 
agity : I know they may have ſaid, that the Da 
trine of the Trinity of real Perſons or Minds 1 r 
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Mr. Leſlie's Laſt Dialogue. 

odhead, is like the Pagan Plurality of Gods; 
ind I think you ture ſhowy ſomething like it, in 
broducing the Teſtimony of Heathens to a Trini- 
y, But as this is not Paganiſin in general, only 
x n one Article; neither is this preferring Paganiſm 
o Chriſtianity in this very one Point; nor is it 
o Chriſtianity, but to what they deem corrupt 
mpoſitions, that they liken Paganiſm in this 
dolnt; and yet they count ſuch Trinitarians to 


et they think they may hold Inconſiſtencies, 
tes Had hope the right part of the Inconſiſtency pre- 
rails in their Practice and Worſhip of one Eternal 
L, &c. if they act but ſincerely, according to 
he beſt of their Underſtandings, and really be- 
jeve what they profeſs. „ 

And 1 muſt tell you, that the ſo grievous 
harge of Paganiſm and Tritheiſm upon Trinita- 
ian, is own'd and made good by other hauds 
e han the Socinians Some Trinitarians themſelves 
eteit ere ingenuooſly own'd, that *tis Paganiſm which 
on eme Dignitaries of the Church have maintain'd 


ha nder their Doctrine of a Trinity of Perſons (Charge 
d ay Tritheiſm againſt Dr. Sherlock) and yet there are 
cot a few of that Tame Opinion, tho neither D;/- 


ers, nor the Church ever ſpew'd out any for 
his Pagan Tritheiſm; but the former have courted 
he Men of three infinite Minds, at the ſame time 
hat they were violent againſt an Unitarian, So 
hat Pagan Tritheiſm is not ſo ſtrange a thing a- 
ce dong them, who live and thrive either upon the 
nce 8-44/2ence, or the Eſtabliſhment, even in the Judg- 
nr cot of more wary Trinitarians themſelves. And 
b hade Dr. Sherlock thought they made Nonſenſe of 
mri eir Creed, who did not hold the three infinite 
e D ds; fo chat either they muſt be as much Pa- 
in 1. | gans 
Got 


x Chriſtians, becauſe they have the ſame Rule 
P.M Chriſt's Word, with themſelves : and tho they 
f {Madge them very much miſtaken in theſe Points, 
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An Examination 
gans as he, or not Trinitarians: yet I ſhall nj 


Judgment concerning Jeſus Chriſt; yet that hinder 
not their making the ſame Account of his preſent 
Dignity, whatever Beginning they attribute 5 
him. All of *em agree as unanimouſly in th 
Negative, what he is not, as Lutherans and Calw 
niſts agree againſt Popery: and tho they have ſpv 
ken, I think confuſedly, about Chtiſt's Div 
Worſhip; yet 1 am ſatisfy'd, Socinus himſelf, wh 
was zealous for it, did not mean, that Szpren 
Worſhip was to be paid bim as a diſtin Per 
ſon from the Father in him. See a late Vindis 
tion of the Worſhip of Chriſt on Unitarian Princyli 
But are not the Trinitarians in a much worſe Caf 
here? for ſurely a more notorious Untruth ut: 
ver dropt from your Pen, than what you cv 
clude with, That there are no Doctrinès in whit 
all Chriſtian Churches are ſo much united as in tl 
Trinity, Incarnation, and Satisfaction of Chriſt. | 
am aſtoniſh'd at ſuch Confidence ! Are not dl 
Chriſtians as much agreed in the Doctrine d 
Chriſt's Crucifixion, Reſurrection, and Aſcenſu 
in the Doctrine of his coming to judge the Work, 
and that of Eternal Life, as they are ia the Ti: 
nity and Incarnation ? From the time Men 10 
5 ten 


Mr. Leſlie's Laſt Dialogue. | 
nded to ſettle their Creeds in theſe Points; 1 


on 15 from thenceforth they had nothing but Wars, 
on ad to this day the Eaſt remain divided from the 
* on the point of the perſonal Union. And 


de Neſtorians (who are granted to be of the ſame 
ind with the Socinians or Photinians, by ſo many 


he Greek remains divided from the Meſtern 


cn; Br ciicarians 3 fee the Examination of the Biſhop of 
rum Expoſition of the 2d Article) are ſaid to be 
1 8 nore numerous than all the Proteſtant Churches. 
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Nie hurch upon the point of the third Perſon's pro- 
; 1 ceding from Father and Son: and they are ana- 
ther hematiz'd in the Athanaſian Creed, in as much 


s they deny the Holy Spirit to proceed from the 
Son at all, by any Eternal Proceſſion. See Smith's 
State of the Greek Church; and Sellers Remarks on 


e u 

1 the thanaſius. N 6 Rt ; ' | 
1 Among them of our Two Britiſh eſtabliſhed 
Alu- e 

> ſv hurches, how many ſorts of Trinities have been 
un pbſerv'd? Let's ſee in one of them what ſweet. 


armony there is between Dr. South's, and 

Dr. Sherlock*'s Trinity. There are numerous Fol- 
owers of both Schemes, and they own one ano- 
her for Chriſtians, ſo far forth, as little as any 
oreign Socinians will own ſome Engliſh Unitarians. 


- (i s this your Agreement, which you adore God's 
b bn for, when there is no Agreement, 
"co bether it be ene God, or Three? or whether 
whit he three Perſons be three infinite Minds (i. e. Gods) 


Ir three Modes? Each fide has own'd the Unitu- 


0 q iant to be more in the right than the other 2 
r e fide ſays the three Modes is Nonſenſe as we- 


Hereſy; the other ſide ſays, they again are Pall 


eſo an Tritheiſts: ſee Preface to Life of Valent. Gen- 
na lis. So that if one go to one Church, he'll join 
- Thi "ith a zonſenſical Heretick, ſays one; if to ano- 


ber, he joins with a Pagan Tritheiſt, ſays the 
ther, *Tis not Words and Terms, but _ 
| | | an 
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An Examination f 3 
and Conception that is a Man's Faith: ſo thy 
unleſs there be the ſame Meaning, as well as th 
ſame Terms, there is not the ſame Faith, thy 7 
they all profeſs a Trizizy of Words. Differen Ino 
Explications make ſo many different Creeds; an 
if the Trinity be reveal'd in Scripture ſo plainly, 
then I pray tell us which Trinity is ſo: for t 
ſo plain it ſeems, that one Party ſays 'tis not the 
Tritheiſts Trinity of three Minds; and the othg 
ſays, tis nat their Trinity of three Modes, thy ue. 
the Scripture. reveals: and the Unitarians ar 

Jo complaiſant as to take both their Words; ot 
yet each ſide is angry that they will not come ore: 
to their Party. If it be a fundamental Point, 
then one Party errs 3 ſince they ar: 
ſo contrary ta each. other in their Senſe, which 
you own is the Faith: ſo that there is no eſcapiq; 
Hereſy at this rate. Firſt, try to convert po 
_ Brethren in Terms, and then the Unitarians vil 
not be diſtracted in their Choice what fide t 
take. And in ſuch a woful diſtracted Caſe (when 
no publick Deciſion could be gain'd, tho ſont 
have cry'd out for help till atmoſt hoarſe) wen 
you over- wiſe to ſet: up ſuch a vain Boaſt of your 
_ Vaity about the Trinity? If this be the Articy 
in which Chriſtians: great Unity is to be boaſtef 
of, and the World call'd to behold and ſee thei 
bleſſed Harmony herein, you did ill to tell it: 

but I know tis otherwiſe, 

Then comes the Catholick Church in all Ages fot 
your Opinion: this carries a brave Sound with It 
and all Sides adorn their Diſconrſes with this 
Flouriſh. It ſerves. Papiſts and Proteſtants, Grit 
and Latin, Dr. South and Sherlock, and none mots 
juſtly than the Deniers of the Son's eternal Perſons 
lity, and his Equality to the Father, if you'll credit 
even their violent Adverſary Mr, Jurieu (as fit 

as concerns the moſt primitive Church - Writers 
or 


8 1 
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or 477 - Nicenes) who fully demonſtrates, that they Let. Paſt, 
the exprelly deny'd thoſe two great Points, till After- 7% 3. 

thi AY a cs mended their Faith. This great and com- Let. 6. 
en non Boaſt of the Catholick Church, tempts one to | 
aut the Queſtion, once ask'd our Saviour, con- 
ly; Wcroing the Woman that had ſeven Husbands, 3 
'th oſe ſhall ſhe be, for they all had her? The Ca- 

te ie Church in all Ages never agreed in any 

be Wing, if this be the chief Inſtance of their Agree- 

that nent: J am ſure they never agreed ſince theſe 


ontroverſies begun, tho Violence and Art have 
ot been wanting to make em unite. But here 
s the Craft on't, Men mean that thoſe of their 
wn Opinion only are Catholicks, and then all Ca- 
dicks be ſure are of their Opinion: they have 
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ha narrow a Notion of Catholick Church as the ; 
pig . have. All the great Ariun Councils, and F 
you n Writers, and numerous Neſtorian Churches Fi 
wil Ws, and the Age when the whole Chriſtian World T 
e u 25 Arian, &c. muſt be thrown by as none of 4 
her: e Catholick Church; and then be ſure the Ca- 1 


lick Church (vi. of the Athanaſians) is againſt 
ie Unitarians: as tho any Party cannot make 


_- ——_— a 2 
+ 290 a — A 
*. a - 
n 


you We like Sport with their Catholic Church; for 
tic and it is a very uncertain thing, and that every 
alt e has their ſeveral Catholick Church when it 
tel mes to be examined. And how can it be other- 


iſe? ſince I have ſeen with my own Eyes (ſaith 
te admirable Chillingworth) Councils againſt Coun- 
„ ſome Fathers againſt others, nay again 
mſelves, the Church and Conſent of one Age a- 
inſt the Church of another. Juſt as if the Vo- 
ries of Epiſcopacy and Presbytery ſhould boaſt, 
more Bl: ane, that the Church of Great-Britain is Epiſ- 
pal, the other, that tis Presbyterian; when the 
th is, 'tis partly one, partly t'other; one of 
to Semi national Churches being of one Hoes 
R the 


1 


290 


in apace, and like to laſt long. Which Side ar 


falſe Circumſtances, You ſay, He was ſp 


Principle, viz. for denying that God Almighty 
ever 4 Father, or was any one's Son; or as if 


| Stomach as others, and that they have as pm 
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An Examination c 
the other of the other ſort. I am enough c. 
tholick if 1 agree but with Chriſt and his Apoſtle: 
they were Orthodox, but warn'd us of a genen 
Apoſtacy, and Antichriſtian Degeneracy comi 


of that Apoſtacy, and which are Catholicks, is ty 
be try'd by the Scripture, rationally and conſi. 
tently to be underſtood. Hereſies muſt be, aul 
it is not meant, that it ſhould be only amo 
the feweſt or undermoſt, as the People are mz 
to believe. 10 

In ſhort, a Man may venture to talk big d 
the Catholick Univerſal Church's Conſent, by 
then it ſhould be only in the Pulpit (which i 
the ſafeſt place I know of to ſpeak in, when 
none may contradict him; ) but you are too bol 
to venture it from the Preſs at this time a day, 
when the State of the Chriſtian World is to 
well underſtood, for Men to be cheated with Pre 
tences to the Cartholick Church of all Ages, on at 

You inſinuate, that the Unitarians ſhould nt 
be tolerated, and cry out, Ter there is no Proſur 
tion; when at the ſame time you know of u 
Inſtance of Severity towards him, whom . 
pretend to be their Preacher, tho with mui 


out even by the Presbyterians : as if he were ti 
worſe Unitarian for what he has ſuffer'd for l 


was ſuch a Wonder to be ſpew'd out by the ?r 
byterians. Don't you think they have as eat 


Principles in their Catechiſm, of roleratin # 
falſe Religion? Would you like your Jure Di 
Epiſcopacy ever the worſe, if any had been ſo u 
mannerly as to tell yon, that it had been ＋ 


Mr. Leſlie's Laſt Dialogue. 


duk, even by the Presbyterians, in a Country you . 


bare heard of? CTY 
= You ſay the Arian Perſecutions witneſs, that 
the Unitarians would perſecute when in their 


power; I ſee you can prove the Unitarians are no 
upſtart Se when you pleaſe, ſince you charge 
them with Crimes done 1300 Years ago. Iown 
the Arians were guilty of Unchriſtian Practices of 
this kind, even tho Hiſtory ſhould be thought to 
have aggravated Matters. But muſt none be to- 
jerated whoſe Opinions have been receiv'd by 
ſome Perſecutors? What will you then ſay for 
your Party? Beſides, who was it taught the Arians 
to perſecute? Whatever Athanaſius pretends, *tis 
ertain, the Firſt Severity uſed by Chriſtians againſt 
me-another, was in the baniſhing Arius and his 
ollowers, ſays the Preface to Lactan. Lives of Perſe- 
ut, Twas by an Edict made Capital, fo much 
s to keep an Arian Book; than which I know 
not of a more cruel Edict by Lewis XIV. I 
know no Unitarian however but abhors that Un- 
chriſtian Retaliation 3; for I truly think no better 
ff a Chriſtian Perſecutor than I do of a Chriſtian 
Thief, or Chriſtian Murderer. 3 


3 It is the inviolable unglienable Right of a rea- 
hen! onable Being to worſhip and profeſs, according 
etre his Conſcience, ſo long as nothing is done to the 
or 0jory of the Commonwealth in its proper Con- 
1 ents. Have not the Unitariavs a God and 
5; iF Conſcience, and an awful Eternity to be con- 
Inf ern'd for? Would you have them abandon all 
en lick Worſhip of God, or join in what they 


udge corrupt ? Shall they thruſt in upon thoſe 
ho reject dem (like you) as no Chriſtians, and * 
olemnly pronounce them everlaſtingly damn d? 
Muſt they be thruſt out of the Churches, and 
yet not admitted to aſſemble themſelves ? Or 
mall they be provoked and arraigned of monſtrous 
Wz2 Re 


An Examination, &c. 

Hereſies; and yet not have liberty to defend then; 
ſelves ? ls any thing more mean and pitiful thy 
for a Man to write againſt them with that lice, 
tious Strain that you have done, and then to ei. 
claim againſt ſuffering their Books to appear il 
their own Defence, as if you were conſcious ( 
your very great need of ſuch a Refuge ? | 

IJ am ſorry the Nakedneſs of Chriſtians ſhoull 
be thus expos'd : but as tis not poſſible to be hid 
ſo if one ſide will run down the other, and alloy 
them no quarter, but defame, and perſecute, an 
damn, it muſt be expected they will retort Arpyy 
ments in their own Defence. I wiſh indeed mor 
| healing Methods were taken, than by enlargin 
Creeds, and contracting Charity; but I ſhall x. 
ver expect Good from any who have not an hig 


Eſteem for thoſe two cardinal Virtues, Sincery 
and Moderation. 5 . 


Luke 6. 22. Bleſſed are ye when Men ſhall hate yu, 


and when they ſhall ſeparate you from their Compai) 
and ſhall reproach you, and caſt out your Namt « 
evil, for the Son of Man's Sake. Rejoice in thi 
Day, &c. - 
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ome Friendly Remarks on his Sermon 
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A Letter to the Reverend 
Dr. WirLISs, Dean of Lin- 


coln, Ec. 32 


Reverend ST . | | 
NAS HE great and juſt Reputation you 


Are had gained for Charity and good 
ii Temper, by your late healing Sermon 
ö before Her Majeſty, when you de- 


made it very unlikely that you ſhou'd fo ſoon 


ters of bare Religion. 
Yet whether thro Inadvertency, or otherwiſe, 
there is ſomething in your late Sermon before 
the Honourable Houſe of Commons, that ſeems to 
have an unpleaſant Aſpect upon the Principles of 
true Chriſtian Liberty; and the rather, becauſe 
allerted before ſo many concerned in the Legiſta- 
ture, where its Influence may be moſt prejadicial, 
if not prevented. , 

I profeſs fincerely, I am an utter Abhorrer of 
Popery, and French Tyranny, and very much fo, 
becauſe of the perſecuting Principles and Practices 
_ Wa that 


295 


= clared againſt Judabꝰs vexing Epbram, 


be reflected on for a deficiency in your Principles 
of Charity, in reference to Perſecution for Mat- 


* * 
. 
982 


that are to be found under them; but I am a p.. 


ſeuere, you ground the Juſtice of em (and thi 


which inſinuates, that the Zegi/lators of the Ni. 
tion did not go purely on a Political Ground, or 


our Cruelty, in perſecuting them, which you pte. 
tend to ſilence. 


following Remarks be not juſt. 


alſo to their Calves, for they went to Dan and 


Remarks on Dr. Willis's Sermon 


tron of Liberty, at leaſt an Advocate for jt 
and would fain have Proteſtant Churches Pure dare 
from this frightfal Deformity of the Romiſb. 
The Fault I find with you, in ſhort, is thi, 
That when you come to juſtify the Penal Lays 
againſt the Papiſts, which you ſay are many ay 


in the firſt place) upon their Idolatrous Wor. 
ſhip, and the Severity required by God again 
Idolaters among the. Jews, You had very god 
Reaſons, without this, by which to juſtify thoſ 
Laws, upon a Political Ground, which you mer Miſa: 
tion afterwards, viz. as they are againſt th: 
Subjects of a Foreign Prince, who is our opel 
and bitter Enemy, and who are bent upon th: 
utter Extirpation of Proteſtants, where they cit 
prevail: But you chuſe to uſe an Argument 


on Principles of Self-preſervation, in enaQing 
ſuch ſevere Laws againſt them, but that thi 
deſigned to afflit and vex them for their Re 
ligious Worſhip itfelf; which ſeems too mud 
to confirm the Juſtice of their Complaints «i 


I will entreat you to conſider, whether thel 


_ Firſt, I think you are not conſiſtent with yout 
ſelf in your former Sermon; there you ſay Judd 
ſhou'd not vex Ephraim, i. e. the Tribes that ſe 
parated, to goto their Groves, or High Places (and 


Bethel.) You tell us, that ſuppoſe Ephraim vil 
not be reclaimed, yet there ſhou'd not be / 
much as any Attempts towards Perſecution. And 
now of a ſudden, you tell us Ephraim's Idol? 


before the Houſe of Commons. 

s unſufferable, and the Exerciſe of Religion 
uoht to be prohibited thoſe, whom you com- 
are to the Idolatrous Tribes, and this merely 
or their Idolatrous Worſhip. If this be true, 
hen you ought to have ſaid formerly, That 
fudah ought to vex Ephraim grievouſly. And 
hy were thoſe to be ſuch happy Days, when 
his Union ſhou'd be between Ephraim and Ju- 
4% if it were beſt when Violence and Seve- 
ity was practiſed ? This is backward and for- 
rard, and there appears no happy Union at 
may obtain. | 
Secondly, You ground your Argument on a 
reak Bottom, when you juſtify the: Puniſhment 
f Papiſts with ſevere Laws, by the Precedents 
f Severity under the Jewiſh Diſpenſation. 

1. You know God bore with that hard-hearted 
eople in many things, and humoured their 
rowardneſs; nay, he directed 'em to ſome Se- 
erities, which Chriſtianity will not allow. A 


our own Comment is, You are now under à new 
nſtitution, which allows of no ſuch fierce and cruel 
Proceedings, my Goſpel is a Goſpel of Peace, if 

en will not receive it, the greateſt harm is to them- 
elves, and you have more reaſon to pity, than to be 
ery with them. 


you e 2. Shew me where the Judicial Laws of the 
ewt, and that in particular of puniſhing Ido- 
t ſe· Naters, are enjoined any Chriſtian State; or where 
(and lſe there is that Political Reaſon for puniſhing 
and Wdolatry, as among them, who were a Theocracy, 
wil Which by Idolatry was ſubverted, as by High- 
x [IF reaſon, againſt the Ruler and Conſtitution of 
And hat State. But there is no ſuch Influence on 


the 
* 
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* 


caſt between the two Sermons, I wiſh the firſt 


diſciple of Chriſt may not act with the Spirit 
f Elias: Ye know not what Spirit ye. are of. Here Luke 9.55. 
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the State of England, in Image -Worſhip, or j 

the Adoration of the Hoſt, &c. 
3. The Calves of Dan and Bethel might u 
taken away, without ſevere Laws againſt th 
Lives, Liberties, or Eſtates of the People. Tyz 
a mere Artifice of the Rulers, to keep up thy 
Worſhip, that the Subjects might not revol 
and unite again with the Kingdom of J 
hence *tis ſo oft called the Sin of Jeroboam, yk 
made Iſrael to fin. So that the Kings of [jy 
were juſtly reproved for it, fince they needed by 
have taken away the.Calves, and diſcountenanc 
the Buſineſs, and no longer have made the Pin 
zo ſin, and the Work had been done withoy 
violence; where only Policy, not Conſcience thy 
I can find, was at the Bottom, or rather it nx 

kept up by Authority. X 

4, Where any grievous Severity was ena 
by the Fewiſh Law, againſt Idolaters, as Deut. ij 
it was againſt ſuch as went off knowing]y fron 
the expreſs Letter of the Law, and ſo did 4 
realy caft off the Authority of God in thi 
matter, by taking another Object of their ks 
mage; not againſt any who differed only in ti 
Interpretation and Senſe of the Law, which thy 
{till reverenced, as in the Caſe of Papiſts, int 
lation to the Worſhip of the Hoff. And inde 
the ten Tribes being ſo often warned of Gd 
concerning their Idolatry, ſeemed directly to op 
poſe God in continuing that Service. Non, 
there is a vaſt difference between theſe tw 
_ Caſes, between oppoſing God's Will directly, and 

miſtaking or miſanderſtanding it. = 
The Fewiſh Law then it ſelf was not ſo ſeyen 
as this, to puniſh any with ſore Afflictions, 0! 
Temporal Ruin, for a wrong Worſhip, whid 
aroſe thro mere miſunderſtanding the Text. 9 
that I ſee not how the Examples of qe 
. | 2galll 
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ainſt {dolaters under the Law, can juſtify any 
erſecution of thoſe, that thro Ignorance do 


ht vor Ccientiouſly diſſent from each other about 1 
t e Senſe of the Rule, while both ſides receive ö 
Tua (as they judge) rightly. Let Chriſtians be 1 
tha crueller than the Fewiſh Law it ſelf required — 
erat hard- hearted People to be towards Idola- : | 
rs, and there wou'd not be the Hundredth 
, rt of that Perſecution which there is among 
Leu briſtians: And *tis a little ſtrange, that our 
dean Clemency and Mercy ſhou'd not fo 
ani uch as equal that of the Scribes and Phariſees, 
Pen Lich 1 doubt wou'd be found true upon your 
thou riaciple, that Severities are to be uſed a- 


ainſt the Papiſts, at leaſt may be juſtify'd, on 
e pure ſcore of their miſtaken Idolatrous Wor- 
up, | | 8 . 
doubt this Principle wou'd ſet the Church 
nd Diſſenters together by the ears. The Diſſen- 


are many of em ſo rigid, to my knowledge, 
d to accuſe the Church of England of Idolatry, 
tha kneeling before the Bread and Wine at the 
 Ko-Wcrament 3 hence they would uſe your Principle 
n tk eainſt you, were they able, and make ſevere 
the Was againſt you, becauſe they ſay your Idela- 
in u Worſhip is diſhonourable to God, and ſo not fit 
ide be publickly ſuffered by any that believe it ſo to 


+ They can upon Occaſion, improve ſuch an 
\rgeument to ſuch a purpoſe as Perſecution, as 
ell as moſt Men. 

On the other hand, if God's Reproof of the 
Tings of Iſrael for not taking away the Idola- 
ry of the Calves, will juſtify Severity againſt 


i riſtian Idolaters, tho thro Ignorance and Miſ- 
„ Ake they are ſuch ; then I doubt his Reproof of 2 Chron: 
rhicl Vc Kings of Judah, for not raking away the High 20: 33. 
90 Faces, (where ſome went to worſhip the true 


od, beſides the Rule or Conſtitution of the 
. Jewiſh 


Remarks on Dr. Willis's Sermon, 
Jewiſh Church, which required Sacrifices to þ 
only at Jeruſalem's Temple) will alſo juſtify oy 
Severity againſt ſach as do but equal this Faul: 
and where ſhall Perſecution ſtop at this rat) | 
Once open the Sluice to give a little entrance v 
the Waters of Strife, and the Inundation will ſoq 
be univerſal ; either let all ſides perſecute, u 
no fide, for Matters of mere Religion, 

Thirdly, I doubt, that upon this Principle, yu 
will jaſtify and harden the Papiſts in their fer. Wi" 
ſecution of Proreftants, You are pleaſed to ſy, 
that tho your Principle will juſtify you to pro 
hibit the Exerciſe of their Religion, yet the 2 
_ piſs cannot ſo much as pretend Reaſon to pri- 
hibit you the Exerciſe of yours on that Groan: 
Bat do you think to eſcape ſo? Will not your 
Argument, from God's requiring the Jews to ſup. 
preſs Idolatry, give the Papiſts as fair an Hand: 
to perſecute Proteſtants, if not for Idolatty, jt 
for ſomething elle? | 

You know that by the Jewiſh Law, the Bla. 
phemer, as well as Idolater, was to be ſtoned; 
and cannot the Papiſts pretend Reaſon to murder. 
Proteſtants on this Ground, when once they haue 
convicted you of Blaſphemy againſt Feſus Cri, 
in calling him a poor Wafer, and treating his 
real Body (as ſay they, who will be Judges in 
the Caſe) with Contempt? And have they nt 
the ſame” Argument to offer, as you offer for 
perſecuting them as Idolaters, in conformity to 
the Spirit of the Law? Tho as I have aid, al 
Perſecution of well-meaning Chriſtiaus is greater 
Barbarity than that very Law required, or wal 

ranted the cruel Jews themſelves to- exerciſe. 
Will not your Contempt of the Images of God 
and Chriſt, &c. be interpreted a blaſphemous 
Contempt of God in Effigy ? And then try i 
you can prote& your ſelf againſt the Argument 


you 
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ou urge, from the Duty of the Kings of 1/raet 
a the Caſe: And I ſee not but the French King 
& every Whit as rationally in his Perſecution 
f Proteſtants for being ſuch, as Proteſtants in per- 
«cuting Papiſts upon the account of mere Reli- 
jon, according to your Argument, 155 

And thus you have laid a Ground (tho I con- 
s 'tis not new) for Perſecution to go round 
he World; which is profitable for none that I 
now of, but the Hangman and the Faylor, who 
re always on the Orthodox fide, and infallible 
dges of Controverſy, tho the Pope has as good 
pretence for it as they. | 

| beſeech you, Sir, reflect and judge, if you 
ave done Juſtice to the meek and calm Religion 


) be 
Our 
ult; 
ate 
e to 
ſoon 
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Jo 
Per. 


ſay, 
pro. 
122 
pro- 


und, e the holy and harmleſs Feſus, that aims at 
Jour e hurt of no Man, eſpecially not at his ruin, 
* ho obſerves it the beſt he can, tho he ſhou'd 


ſtake. | „ | | 
Conſider, whether you have done Juſtice to 1 
e Legiſlators of our Land, in making 'em to F 
& upon ſo dangerous a Foundation; and whe- 5 
er if you had omitted your firſt Reaſon for our 
vere Laws againſt the Papiſts, you had not 1 j 


, 


Bla. 
ned; 
urdet 
have 


3 
"ON dne more Honour to her Majeſty, to the No- k 
rf, lity, and Commons of the Land, by making a | 
g Is Wore evident diſtinction between their Pro- , 
* edings againſt the treacherous Papiſts here, 


id the French King's Proceedings againſt the 
oyal Proteſtants of his own Kingdom. So you 
ad filenced the Obje&ions, you mention, from 
e Papiſts, and ſo you had left the Principles 
| Chriſtian Liberty on a firm Baſis, which I 
ubt are greatly narrowed by your Aſſertions: 
d thus you had better agreed with your ſelf, 
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a. id had given leſs Encouragement for Ephraim 

= envy Judah, or Judah ro vex Ephraim. 
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Remarks on Dr. Willis's Sermon. 
To conclude, tho ſome may, to caſt an Od 
upon this Attempt, call me herein a Friend u 
Popery, yet I declare ſolemnly, that I wig 
were utterly extinguiſhed in the World, but iy 
by Violence and Perſecution, not by Sword 1, 
Bow, but by the Spirit of the Lord, by ſober, 1. 
tional and Chriſtian Methods; elſe tis betterth 
Tares ſhou'd be ſuffered to grow up with th 
Wheat till the Harveſt, than that by pluckiy 
up the Tares, the Wheat ſhow'd in its turn þ 
hurt too. Lupus perſequitur Oves, non Ovis In 
pum. Chryloſt. ES 
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| INTO THE Y | 

Original Authority 
bat TEXT, 1 Jon v. 7. There are 
Three that bear Record in Heaven, &c. 
ontaining an Account of Dr. Mills Evi- 
dences from Antiquity, for and againſt its 


being Genuine. With | an 5 Examination | 
of his Judgment thereupon. 


Jumbly addreſs d to Both Houſes of Convocation 
now aſſembled. 


With a Poſtſcript in anſwer to the Excuſes offer'd 
to take off the Force of this Addreſs. 


erem, xiii. 28, He that hath my Word, let him ſpeak my Word 
faithfully : what is the Chaff to the Wheat ? ſaith the Lord, 


COEEN EBINESNBESNAESINERLINEDS 


To t] Moſt Reverend 


WILLIAM 
Lord ABp of Canterbury, 
PRESIDENT; 


And the Ri ght Reverend th 


BITISHOrs ; of the ſame Pn 
vince, his Grace s Suff 


gans; 
- And to the Reverend the CLE RSH 
. of the Lower Houſe of Convocatin q 


now aſlembled; 
v 
This Inquiry is Humbly Preſented and Sub 
mitted, by 


The AuTHOR 


1 


me Cnfelergtion on that 
. Text, 1 John 
. bo 52k 


7 18 poſſible the laborious Inquiries 
of many. Learned Criticks, who, 
with great Diligence and Accuracy, 
have ſifted and ſcann'd the Claſſick 
Authors, . ſome of 'em of no great 
dment; may be eſteen'd by others only as the 
genious Diverſions of a dextrous and ſagacious 
ind: ſince, when they have preſented their 
thors a- new, with their Emendations and 
rrettions, in reſtoring their old, or giving 
new Beauties; : *tis oft of ſo little Uſe: or 
nſequence to the World, that *tis well if their 
infal Studies eſcape the Cenſure of being a 
dorious Loſs of Time. 
But when learned and-judicions Men ao, with 
jouſneſs and humble Reverence, apply their 
doſtry and Sagacity to examine the far more 
portant Writings that are to guide us in the 
yy of Salvation; when they ſhall diſcover the 
erpolations - and Additions, the Errors or 
fefts, which theſe, as well as other Writings, 
oft tranſcribiogmay i in ſo Hong a Tract of 
X Tims 


Gr 
-atinl 


Sub 


Ge) 


Fe 


Ann Inquiry into the 
Time have been liable to; when, by diligen 
comparing antient Manuſcripts and Verſyy, 
and the freque at Citations of the Text in the pl 
mitive Chriſtian Writers, they become able u 
inform us certainly what. is original and genuin 
and what not, in any part of the Bible, mom 
eſpecially where ſome matter of great moment i 
concern'd; their learned Induſtry is then fur 
to be well employ'd, and will be recompenſi 
not only with the Applauſes of the Curious, by 
the Thanks, and which is more, the real Edif. 
tion and Satisfaction of the ſerious Inquirers afte 
Truth; who greatly deſire to know: what 00 
would have 'em believe and do; to have the cid 
ſeparated from the Wheat, and the 1 ator yi, 
the ſincere unadulterated Milt of the Word, fi 
their ſpiritual Growth. | 


The peculiar Veneration due to the Sal 
Writings, requires us to keep that precious I 
poſitum as pure as poſſible, and free from all l. 
man ſpurious. Additions, Why then ſhould th 
learned Criticks exhauſt all their Learning, Rei 
ing, and diſcerning Skill, upon the Trifles of 
witty or wanton Poet, or a fabulous and remit 
Hiſtorian, and wholly negle& to make as ſee 
an. Iaquiry into the Holy Scripture, in which 
the Words of eternal Life; in order to diſcont 
what is the genuine Text, among the varia 
Readings of different Copies 3. that we may bull 
our Faith upon it, with the greateſt Certailt) 
wie can attain to? 85 
I know, a late ingenious Author of the Dj 
culties and. Diſcouragements: which attend the Siu 
of the Scriptures, has pointed at the: worldly Db 
couragements, which, he judges, have; tempid 
our cautious Criticks to turn. their Studies ant 
ther way, I wiſh. him Succeſs, in his AG 


— 


Authority of 1 Jon 5. 7. 
have theſe Hindrances remov'd; that it may 
a5 fafe, where *tis more important, to do juſ- 


her Author, 

The very Learned and Judicious Dr. Mill has 
ne much for one Man, in his celebrated Labours 
the New Teſtament ; which, whatever may 
wanting, will long ſtand, as a laſting Monu- 
nt of his praiſe-worthy Zeal and well-employ- 
Abilities. A Specimen of what he has done 
on one ſingle Verſe I am now to produce: And 
upon a full and impartial Conſideration it ſhall 
dear to your unbiaſs'd Judgments, that there 
abundant Evidence. of a ſpurious Addition 
y not juſtly hope that the Rolers and Guides 


aces than the Unlearned can, will yield their 
nſcientions Compliance, and not render ſuch 
mmendable Inquiries fruitleſs, by refuſing to 


den the true Reading is found? Elſe to what 
rpoſe do Men inquire how it was in the begin- 
g if we reſolve not to return to it? or to 
ch after the right, if we will ſtill adhere to 
at is wrong, and will rather maintain Guſtom 
an Truth ? | 

This is what 1 ſhall have ſome right to inſiſt 
on, and for the ſake of Truth to preſs upon 
r Lordſhips and the Clergy ; when 1 ſhall have 
de it appear, from his Diſſertation on 1 John 


edit of that Text, by the Evidence he has gi- 
not acknowledg'd- himſelf overcome by it. 
In order to manifeſt this, I ſhall, 


I. In 20 firſt place (for the ſake of others, 
0 need more information) lay down the Sum 


4 


e to the Writings of the Apoſtles, as of any 


the Church, who can better judge of ſuch Evi- 


eive the Truth, and to rectify our Books, 


7. that the Door himſelf has overthrown the 


a that it is not original and genuine, tho he 
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| An Inquiry into the . 
of that Evidence which the Doctor has produce 
to ſhew that theſe Words in the ſeventh Verf 
There are Three that bear Record in Heaven, f 
Father, the Word, and the Spirit; and theſe Th 
are One or rather, theſe Words in the ſevent 
Verſe, In Heaven, the Father, the Word, and i 
Spirit; and theſe Three are One: And (very 
there are Three that bear witneſs in Earth: we 
not in the original Text, but have been add 
in later times without juſt Authority. 
II. I fhall put down what he had to offer g 
the other ſide, for eſtabliſhing the Authorityd 
theſe Words, and upon which he has derermin{ 
in favour of their heing original and genuine, 
III. I ſhall ſhew the Weakneſs of thoſe Arg 
ments by which he endeavours to ſupport ti 
Authority of this Text: that ſo it may 
judg'd whether he had juſt Reaſon to make ſid 
a Determination, or we to abide by it. 


I. I muſt lay down the Evidences product 
againſt the Authority > fe” Text, as not hari 
been originally in St. John's Epiſtle. Only k 
me firſt obſerve, that the Text it ſelf, and Cor 
text, have no internal Evidence, to perſu 
us that the Words are genuine: for as th 
Words themſelves are not to be match'd vid 
any in the whole Bible, ſo the Context is cot 
pleat without 'em, and rather more ſmooth all 
eaſy. The three following Witneſſes having bet 
already diſtinctly ſpoken of, it was very naturi 
to ſum ' em up in one Concluſion; There are Tint 
that bear witneſs, the Spirit, the Water, and the Blok 
But' the other three Witneſſes had not been mel 
tion'd, to give occaſion for the like to be ſaid! 
them. „F 
Nor was it likely the Spirit ſhould be product 
as another Witneſs on Earth, if it had been * 

e e ſe 
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red before among the Witneſſes in Heaven. 
he Spirit was no more an Inhabitant of the Earth, 

an the Father and Word were; who alſo opera- 

d and gave their Teſtimony, not in Heaven, 
it on Earth. Nay, the Word Incarnate was 
ore properly. an Inhabitant of the Earth than 

e Spirit, and yet is not reckoned among the 

itneſſes on Earth. Is it likely the Spirit 
ould be made twice a Witneſs in the matter, 
id ſo give two Teſtimonies for one of the Father 

But ſince the Doctor's Inquiry was only after 
ternal Evidence from Authorities and Teſti- 
joay, it ſhall be my preſent buſineſs to examine 
lem... I 

And here it muſt be own'd, that Dr. Mil has 
dne Juſtice 3 ſo that very little more can be ſaid 
the caſe, Tis a Subject which had been long- 
id often examin'd, with Niceneſs, fromthe 
zinning of the Reformation, and very much 
Juſtrated by the great Sagacity of the late Learn- 

] and Lahorious Critick, Father Simon, in his 
ritical Hiſtory of the New Teſtament, Chap. 18. 
r. Mills buſineſs was, not ſo much to ſearch 
r Evidences, as to colle&, with no ſmall pains, 
hat had been offer'd; and to preſent it in one 

ew, and in good order, 4. 

Theſe Evidences are taken, (1.) From antient 
reck Manuſcript Copies. (2.) Ihe antient Fer- 
m. (3.) The Writings of the antieat Chriſtian 
athers. And indeed whither ſhould we go to learn 
hat was in the Apoſtles Writings, but to the 
Ideſt Copies of thoſe Writings (which are loſt or 
daſum'd themſelves) and the oldeſt Verſions made 
om them, and to the old Chriſtian Writers 
ho have tranſcrib'd very much of them into 
KIr own Books? Ces x: 

FFT 


310 An nquiry into the 
(I.) Let us hear how many antient Manyſcr 
Greek Copies are without this Text. The Dy 
tor tells us, in his Notes on the Words, Thy 
tis certain all theſe Words, in Heaven, ths 
ther, Word, and Holy Spirit; and theſe Three 


ati 
in. 
(a1 
ven 
Acc 


One e and there are Three that bear witneſs in Eau in 
arc wanting in moſt Copies. Then he lum 1 
rates them particularly, in his Diſſertation uy i 
this Subject; beginning with our famous A 
Proleg . drian Copy, which elſewhere he calls Ingen; WIe 
Pe 1533 ſaurus Orientalis, and the moſt precious Treaſim e 
Chriſtian World ever ſaw for theſe twelve hm the 
Tears, and by far the moſt antient Copy in the Wl Loc 
which moſt exactly expreſſes the Original. he 
Next comes the famous Vatican Copy, wid ie 
he extols much after the ſame manner, as of vey th 
P. 103, great Credit, and above twelve huadred Ya ed 

old; by which, according to Pope Leo's O 
the Complutenſian Edition was to be made. 0 
enough to ſhake the Credit of this Text wit bi 
all impartial Men, that 'tis wanting in tk Ve 
two, the moſt valuable and antient Copies it” 
know of in the World. Vet beſides this, W 
Doctor gives a long Roll of the other yl” 

valuable Manuſcript” Greek Copies, in the mal 

famous Libraries of the Learned, and of our tu « 
Univerſities, and of the French King (where Hil 
ther Simon made a diligent Search, and fays, b 

yt found not one that had theſe Words, of all ik r 
as... | ſeven which he view'd, nor of the five Mug; 
4 % ſcripts of Mr. Colbert, tho ſome of theſe be. . 
4. Crit. Hiſt, later date) alſo two at Baſil, one at Venice, il l 
4. 6h. 18, many more. All theſe want this Text, tho! 3 


ſome of the later Manuſcripts there are in 
Margin ſhort Notes, by way of Gloſs or Col 
ment, over againſt the Spirit, the Water, and " 
Blood; applying theſe to the Father, Word, 4 
Spirit, according to an antient myſtical a” 

| tin 


FI 


| Authority of 1 Jonny. 7. . 
ation, of which hereafter. | And from the Mar- 
in, Father Simon judges theſe Words did after- 
wards flide into the Text, which are in dur ſe- 


2 venth Verſe. Which is a yer natural and eaſy 
„count, and the only way by which Dr. Mil 
* imſelf accounts for ſo many other Iaterpolations, 
um n his Notes, and his Prolegomena. 


And whereas Dr. Mil once thought Robert 


15 becauſe of fifteen Copies which he had, he men- 
Nos bot ſever: as wanting this Verſe; whence 
„de Doctor ſlipt into the common Miſtake, and 


took it for granted that the other eight had it) 
he found upon Examination that thoſe eight Co- 
pies of Stephens had not St. Johns Epiſtle ia 


Mite : ſo that all which had the Epiſtle, want- Proleg: 
Ver ed this V. aj . 1 
Io theſe of Dr. Mill, the Learned Dr. Kuſter 


dds one Authority more, from the Codex Seide- 
lianus, brought out of Greece, and about Joo 
Years old &. So that I think I may ſay, in one 
word, all the Greek Manuſcripts, which are found, 
do agree in rejecting the Text under Conſidera- 
tlon. NE | 

mol (2.) He- conſiders the antient Verſions of the 


un New Teſtament. Theſe were made for the Uſe 


of ſuch People, as in early Times were converted 
to the Chriſtian Religion, but did not underſtand 
the Greek Language, in which the New Teſta- 
ment was written; for their Benefit it was tranſ- 
lated into their own Language. The moſt an- 
„dent of theſe Verſions were the Syriack, Coptick, 

a Ethiopick, Arabick, Latin; all which, with the 
Ruſſian, have not the Text: ſo that when theſe 


PO SE 


vg EE To Ton 

1 0088 i, Edition of Dr. Mill's Teſt. Rotterdam 17 19. Which 

erpſt is what I make uſe df. N | 5 

atiol X 4 Verſions 
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;ephens had found the Words in eight Manuſcripts | 
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5 Books. 


An Tuquiry into the 


Verſions were made, there was no ſuch Paſſip 


in the Greek Copies or Original, whence th; 
were made. Of the Latin Verſion, the Dogy 


ſays *, Tis certain this Verſe was want ing in d 
the moſt antient Latin Copies, except ſome in Africy 


in Tertullian's and Cyprian's time, &c. Which 
Exception is a mere Suppoſition grounded on li 
Miſtake (as I ſhall ſne w) that Tertullian, and eſpe. 
clally Cyprian, had cited theſe Words in thei 


The antient Tralick Verſion, he ſa 8, Was made 


near to the Apoſtles time, from the beſt Copies, (} 
the Coprick, that it was from one of the beſt aud 


earlieſt. Of the Syriack, that the Learned agre 
it was made in the very next Age te the Api, 
He tells us moreover, that even the / Latin Manu- 
ſcripts at Baſil, Zurich, Strasbourgh (800 or 900 


Years old) and two others, Duo Donatianic, 


want theſe Words: That the Words howerer 
are inſerted in the bottom of the Page in on, 
by another Hand; and in the Margin, by th: 
ſame Hand, in another.. 
Father Simon obſeryes;” that in theſe later Co. 
Pies of St. Jerom's Bible, where theſe margin 
Notes are found, the Order of the Words, and 
the three Witneſſes are various and diverſe; which 
he takes to be a good Proof that they were not 
in the firſt Copies : who adds alſo one very old 
French Verſion, of a thouſand Years, which has 
not the Words. "Inn 

I need but mention the firſt Editions of the 
New Teſtament, corrected by the Manuſcript 
Copies, about the beginning of the Reformatio® 
viz. by Eraſmus, Aldus, Colinæus, printed in di- 


— 
—— 


11 


— — 
— 


* Certum eſt hunc Verſiculum abfuiſſe & vetuſtiſſimis Cod. 


Luatinis omnibus, præter Africanos quoſdam, &c, p. 140. 


vers 


Authority of 1 Jonn 5. 7. 


ers places, which he owns had not this Verſe z 


or the Verſions of Luther; becauſe theſe are of 


V 
313 
4 0 | 


o Authority beyond the Manuſcript Copies by 


hich they might be directed: which, it appears, 
id then want this Verſe, otherwiſe they durſt 
ot have left it out, in prejudice to a receiy'd 


« * 
. 


pigion of the Church, and in contradiction to 


5 & »/ * « 4 - - 7 
. w 


he vulgar Verſions at that time. 4 

(3.) He examines the Writings of the primi- 
ive Chriſtians or Fathers: foraſmuch as theſe 
ery frequently cite the Sacred Writings on all 
ccaſions, and had ſuch frequent and great Occa- 
ons to ſpeak of the Trinity, and of the Holy Spi- 
+: it may well be concluded, ſuch à Text, of 
angular Importance, and fo exceeding pertinent 
their Deſign, and where there is no other Text, 
> ſupply the want of it, fully or directly in the 
hole New Teſtament, could not be forgotten 
y all of them, and at all times, if it had been 


nown by them. And here, 3-54 wes : 
1f, He makes, inquiry among the Greek Fa- 
ers, to ſee if he can hear of this Text among 


dem, who were moſt likely to have ſeen the 


thentick Originals of the Apoſtles, and needed 


pta Verſion into another Language. Of theſe he 
ves this melancholy Account; Neminem unum, 
c. That not one Greek Writer from the beginning 

Chriſtianity to St. Jerom's time (about 400 
ears) has ever cited this Verſe. And adds, 775 


Diſſert. 


rtain it has been wanting in the Greek Copies very þ 5833 


rar from the Apoſtle's writing this Epiſtle. And 
erefore wonders at the Author of the Preface 
the Canonical Epiſtles, in the Latin Bibles, which 
alles under the name of St. Ferom, for ſaying 
is Verſe was in all the Greek Copies : whereas, 


ys the Doctor *, not one of the Antients had ever 


De quo nemo Veterum quidquam inaudiyerat. 


heard 
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An Hiquiry into we 
heard a word of it. For which, and other Reafay 
he juſtly concludes, as do other Critict,, that 
is not St. Jerom s. | EY 
Not content with theſe Generals, he runs 95 
the particular moſt eminent Greek Fathers, u 
thoſe who were moſt likely to have produc 


Text, if they had known of it, who yet nen 


mention it. „ |. 
1. Not Irenexs, l. 3, c. 18. who to prove th 


' Deity of Chriſt, cites this firſt Epiſtle of Ju 


(more than once) nay, . he cites this fifth Chan 
and yet ſays nothing of this Verſe which had bw 
ſo appoſite to his Deſign. . 
2. Not Clemens Alexandrinus. Ge 
3. Not Dionyſius Alex. or the Epiſtle, unde 


his Name, to Paul of Samoſata, almoſt whol 


Theodor. 
& 2. C. 8. 


about the Trinity, and the Deity of Chriſt; i 
which the eighth Verſe is cited, and the tim 
other Witneſſes, the Spirit, the Water, and tit 
Blood, but not the Words in diſpute. 

4. Not Athanaſius himſelf, who had his Wi 
about him, and as much at work in theſe Mi 
ters as any Man; in whoſe genuine Works (mot 
to be regarded ſurely than the ſpurious Bodil 
falſly attributed to him for the other fide) ett 
thoſe in which he laboars to prove the Trial! 
and Deity of Cbriſt and the Holy Spirit, by l 
the Texts he could think proper, we find! 
mention of this great Text, as he muſt ht 
deem'd it. So that the Doctor again confelſs 
he knows not of one Greek Father, before it 
time of the Nicene Council, who ever cited If, 

F. Not the Fathers of the Council of Sardil 
in their Synodical Epiſtle; in which, for pfl 
of a Trinity of Perſons in one Eſſence, the)! 
ledge Jobn 10. 30. but not theſe Words, The! 
ther, the Word, and the Spirit; and theſe Three n 
One which had been much more fit to 1 


V ; 


7 


Authority of 1 Joun 5. 7. 315 
purpoſe. They needed not twice have cited, 
Father and I are One, which yet did got in- 
Jade the Spirit at all: once urging this Paſſage, 
Theſe Three are One, had been better for their 
purpoſe than a hundred Repetitions of that other 
Certainly all thoſe Fathers, who came from 
ſo many ſeveral Quarters out of Aſia, Africa, 
and Europe, as the Preamble of the Epiſtle ſhews, 
could not be ignorant of this Text which they ſo 
much wanted, if there had been any knowledge 
of it in any part of the Chriſtian World. 
6, Not Epiphanius, who among the many 
Texts, alledg'd againſt the Arians and Pneuma- 
tomac hi, quite omits this. 3 
7. Not Baſil, in his Book of the Holy Ghoſt, 
whom he had a mind to joinwith the Father and 
Son in the Doxology, but was kept in awe by ſuch 
as watched his Words. ff.. : 
8, Not Alexander, Biſhop of Alexandria, a- 
mong the many Texts for the Unity of the Fa- 
ther and Son, in his Epiſtle, Theodor. I. 1. c. 4. 
9. Not Nyſſen, in his thirteen Books againſt 
2 of the Trinity and Deity of the Holy 
pirit. . e 
10. Not Nazianzen, in his Oration againſt the 
Arians, or in his fifth Oration de- Theologia 
where, to prove the __ to be God, he al- 
ledges the next Words, theſe. 
: 11. Not Didymus, in his Book of the Holy 
pirit. - 5 5 N 3k Y 
12. Not Chryſoſtom, on the ſame Subject. * 
13. Not Cyrill of Alexandria, tho he cites the 
Verſes before and after, to prove the Deity of the 
Spirit; Theſanrs r ©. 
14. Not the Author of the Expoſition of the Faith, 
among Juſtin Martyrs Works; who endeavours 
to prove The Father, Sen, and Spirit to be of one 
254 VVV 


An Inquiry” into te 
Eſſence, from their being join'd e in My 


28. 19. but not from this T ons more Aran % 
parpoſ e.. 27's IT 7 
15. Not Ceſarius. 1 .-' 5 be 
* 16. Not Proclus, tho both of: em 5 2 Su Wis 


ject that gave occaſion. 
17. Not the Nicene Fathers emſelves, 10 
cording to Gelaſius : for Leontius Biſhop of (4. 
padocia anſwering, 1a their.name, the Argument 
of a certain Philoſopher who oppos'd the Deity 
of the Holy Spirit, among other Texts inſiſted o 
the Words immediately preceding, vix. It is tl 
_ Spirit that witneſſeth, becauſe, "the. Spirit && Truth: 
but omits this Verſe. 

Here let me add what Du Pim obſerves, That 
as no 'Greek' Father, for five hundred Tears 
quoted this Paſſage, ſo two of them, viz. Did 
mus of Alexandria in the th Century, and 04 
cumenius in the 11th, have; written. Commety 

taries upon this Epiſtle of St, Jahn, and yet men- 
tion not this Verſe: which, ſays he, proves tha 
either they did not know ty or not believe it to 
Yenuine , . oy ; 

Thus far then the way is clear thro the as 
tient Greek Writers for io many hundred Years; 
even to an Age or two jo after * as s fl 
Doctor confeſſes T. 
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2dly. * the b Fathers; the Doctor um 

that neither the Author of "the Treatiſe of tit 

0 , Baptiſm of Hereticks, among Cyprian” s Works (tho 
he mentions: ane Verſes both on and after) 
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* Hiſt of 5 28 Fol. 2. 8 8 . 

+ Quinimo nullum omnino Codicem Grzcis 104 in uſu 
fuiſſe credo, niſi qui ad mutilatos quos dicimus, deſcriptus ſit, 
pene ab ipſius Archetypi 1 9 ad Wau unum vel al- 
terum poſt Athanaſiumn. 5 
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nor 


Authority of 1 JoRN F. * 
nor Novatian, nor Hilarius, nor Calaritanus, nor 
phabadius, have ever cited theſe Words. Nor 
Ambroſe,who alſo has the Verſes on both ſides; nor 


have the Father, Son, and Spirit, ® be myſtically 
| ſignify'd by the Spirit, the Water, and the Blood, 
in the next Verſe. Nor Eucherius, who has the 
ſame Notes on the next Verſe: nor Leo Magnus, 
nor Facundus Hermienſis, who alſo cites the eighth 
Verſe. Nor: Funilius, nor Cerealis, nor Bede, (in 
this Epiſtle, ex pounds the three other Witneſſes, but 
not this ſeventh Verſe. DR 

Tho ſoon after his time, the Doctor ſays, the 
Weſtern Bibles began to have it common which I 
ſhall not much diſpute. 


riters are here produc'd, not merely for not 
mentioning theſe. words (for then a much greater 
number might have been brought) but becauſe 
hey treated profeſſedly of ſuch Subjects as re- 
quir'd the Aſſiſtance of this Text, and many of 
em of the Context, and next Verſes. And there- 
fore tho others might omit it, as not having 
occaſion to alledge. it, yet all theſe cou'd never 
have omitted it on any other reaſon but this, 
hat they had it not in their Bibles (as the Doc- 
tor juſtly argues) for above 700 Years. . 

Now methinks here is a pretty large Rock of 
Evidence, and as much as one can well require 
or a Negative, to ſhew that this Verſe was not 
riginally any part of the New Teſtament : and 
one had need have very direct and peremptory 
eſtimonies to the contrary, to make him ſo 
much as to heſitate in the matter. There muſt 
de great Weight, to. cauſe an Equilibrium, and 


* much greater to turn the Scales, and make him 
. 1 A determine 


the eighth, Century) who, in his Comment on 


| The Reader muſt note, that all theſe antient 


* N 1 
7 I 
* 4 


Ferom, NOT Fauſtinus, nor Auſtin, who yet would 


An Inquiry into the 
determine for what ſeems hitherto Irrecoveraly 
loſt. But 1 forbear, till I have conſider'd, 


II. What Dr. Aill has offer'd for ſuper 
Evidence on me other ſide, to prove this Ye 
genuine, againſt all that has been ſaid. 

And now he has a hard Task indeed, to und 
all that had hitherto been done, and to proj 
#bjs Text authentick, againſt all theſe Manuſcriy 
Greek Copies, all the old Yerſions, all the befor, 
mention'd primitive Writers, both Greeks all 
Latin, down to the eighth Century, who, il 
That while, knew nothing of it. 

No doubt it would be a grateful Service to thi 
Church, of which he was a worthy Member, i 
he could juſtify her putting it into her Bib: 
current Scripture, (tho that has been but of lats 

and cou'd ſapport the Credit of a Text, on which 
Principally ſome important Branches of her Cru 
and publick Offices ſeem to be founded. Here: 
great deal to excite one to try what can be ſail, 
by a kind Friend, in the Caſe 3 who was unnib 
ling to leave the Matter fairly ſtated on bol 
ſides, without giving it the Weight of his on 
Judgment on one fide, which no doubt had other: 
wiſe been thought to be for the contrary. I 
well known how many are apt to regard 1 
Learned Aathor's own Opinion, more than t 
examine his Premiſes, or weigh his Arguments 
But what has he to ſay in this Cauſe? 

In the frf place I muſt ſhew what Argument 
he: refuſes to make uſe of: eſpecially two, whici 

have: been often urg'd by others, thro Miſtaks 
or Want of Judgment, or popular Prejudice 
r. Fhat the Arians have razed this Text out 
of the Bible, becauſe it thwarted their Opinion 
This paſſes for current among the People, 1 


Authority. of 1 Joan 5. 7: 

taugbt em by their Expoſitors, even by Dr. 
ummnd, and many Other leſs. judicious Com- 
entators. But the Learned Dr. Mill rejects the. 
ſpicion of this with Indignation and Scorn: 
r * how ſhow'd the Arians, ſays. he, put our the 
ads, which were out already, 150 Tears before 
ius was born? And he ſays, that Ambroſeg 
o, alone of the Antients, objetted this, in relation 
another Text, John 3. 6. (not the Text in diſ- 
te) was under a Miſtake : as he ſhews in his 


ſuſpect any of the Gno< 
> Hereticks in former times; whom their Op- 
oſers accuſed indeed of making zew Goſpels, 
t not of corrupting; the old: only Marcion was 
arg'd with interpolating the Goſpels and St. 
als Epiſtles, but not the Catholic Epiſtles. 
or cou'd they corrupt the Copies in other Chriſa 
ans Hands, nor yet thoſe in their owz, without 
ing ſoon. diſcover'd. Thus the Doctor clears 
e Hereticks, as being without juſt cauſe ſuf- 
ted in this matter: I don't think any Heretick 
rrupted the Text in any part, much leſs in this fa- 
ous Teſtimony of St 
2. He utterly rej 


otes on that place. 
Nor will the Doctor 


John f. | 

he Authority of the Pre- 
ce to the Canonical Epiſtles, under the: name 

| St, Jerom, in the firſt printed Latin Bibles; 
hich pretends that all the Greek Copies had 
1 Verſe, and that the Latin Tranſlators had 
one unfaithfully, in omitting it. And tho even 

e Latin Bibles: which had this Preface, wanted 
is Verſe, after the. Complaint made, (which 
ew'd that the Preface and the Verſion were: 


* Quid. enim illis. cum hac Pericope, ſublata 
'*c0 150 annis antequam Arius naſteretur ? 
Non. puto quenquam lizreticorum S. Textum in aliquo, 


um in hoc: nobiliſſimo. Johannis teſtimonio, depravaſſe. 


- 4 * £ 
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v1 An Inquiry into the 
not by the ſame Author) yet this gave pre 
trouble to Eraſmus (and others) how to rècol. 
cile this to the plain Evidences of the-contrary, 
He was well aſſured the Verſe had not been i 
the Greek Copies, and therefore charges Je 
with Falſhood and Forgery. And the Learn 
Biſhop Fell was at the needleſs pains of vind. 
cating St. Ferom, and juſtifying his Preface, 
his Notes on Cyprian; when after all, our Learned 
Doctor, who acknowledges that himſelf once hi 
a great regard for this Preface, before he hi 
examin'd into it, is fully convinc'd (with 
Simon and Du Pin) that *tis not St. Ferom's, nr 
is it found in the moſt antient Manuſcript Copie 
of his Verſion; nor with his Name, in font 
Crit. Hiſt. other Copies where it is, as F. Simon tells u: 
6. 18. but is the Work of ſome ſilly Rhapſodiſt alle 


likes. Bede's time, as the Doctor ſays, and then join 


fodi. to the Bible, which contradicted the Preface. 


So that the Learned will no more be trouble 
with this pretended Authority of St. Ferin' 
Preface, nor get any aid from it, towards ti 
Support of the Credit of this Perſe we are it 
quiring after. e ILL fe 


I am next to conſider what Authorities tit 
Doctor does inſiſt on, on behalf of this Text. 
As for Teſtimonies from the antient Gret 
Writers, he had left himſelf very little to fi 
from them, having confeſs'd there is not on 
of theſe, before the Council of Nice, who takes 
any notice of this Text. And therefore, tho he 
puts down Scriptores Graci for one of his Topic 
he is hard put to it to find any, and is cotcii 
to mention only one oblique Teſtimony, which it 
+ Auftor 5 have paſs for probable, from a ſpurio 
Diſpuratio- Wor k falſly aſcrib'd.to, but long after Achau: 
nis in Con- ſius #. And he is ſuſpected to be a Latin Auth 
cil. Nicen. : £0 | £00; 


00; who only: ſays, Iod peel Ut Tees 7) bp cm, 


ohn ſays theſe Three are One,. Which 73 , with 
arr: be Article, are neither exactly the words of the 
n in Wc veath nor eighth Verſe and F. Simon judges 
mn cy refer to the latter, which was uſually ap- 
ret id to the Father, Son, and Spirit at that time; 
ind Dr. AMil owns it was in St. Auſtin s. Hence 
„ue leaps at once down to the Council of Lateran 


nd to Calecas, in the 14th, who was a Greek, 


hal nd tura'd to the Latins. All which is to no 
h 3 orpoſe at all, but to increaſe the number of 
eſtimo fies | 5 
opis The Greek Manuſcripts he pretends (which 


vin be found only ſuppos'd) are, 1. A Manu- 
cript - in Britain of which Eraſmus ſpeaks, 


1 
* 7 - 
4 


nder Innocent the Third, in the 13th Century; 


after nd by which he was moved (againſt his own 
out: judgment) to put theſe Words into his laſt 


idence of all the other Manuſcript Greek Copies, 
rn. Some Manuſcripts which the Doctor ſuppoſes 
s the Nobert Stephens to mention, as having moſt. of 
e i he words; all, except b, mw -3eg2p, in Heaven. 3. 


f the Complutenſian Bible ſay in general they 
ere directed by, and the Doctor hopes they 
ere ſo in this particular, which they have taken 
ito this Edition. 7 8 | 

| think it will appear that all theſe are but 
uppoſitions of ſach Copies as never were ſeen, 


| takes gor produc'd by any othets to this day. To all 7» his N : 
tho e hich, Dr. Clarke has given a learned and full fo Mr 
opicks {WP oſwer, except to Stephens's Manuſcripts, where, , 
zatell 


Thich hereafter. 


1 


uriou A As to the Ver ſions, Dr. Mill had none very 
(han ntient to bring. The Vulgar, of which ſome 
\utho' g lanuſcripts have it, and others want it, as is 


The antient Vatican Copies, which the Editors 


noted 


ditions: of the New Teſtament, againſt the E- 


e ſeems to have miſtaken the Objection 3 off 28 


yÞ2 -. An Inquiry into the 
noted by the Louvain Editors; the 7alick print 
at Venice in 1532. (while the old #alich, iy 
St. Jerom 's Correction of it was other wiſe) 2; 
not worth regarding in this matter: nor th 
Apoſtolos, or Collection of Sections out of th 
Prizes er Apoſtles Books, with ſome Remarks. Oih, 
Venice, whereas the Doctor mentions the Armenian Ve. 
ſion for having this Verſe, as he was inform! 
Append. the very Learned Sandius teſtifies the contra 
Paradox, having himſelf ſeen it, with the Armenian I 
_ E-376., ſhop, at Amſterdam. ¾ p 
Laſtly, The DoQtor produces his Latin I 
thers, which are indeed his main Strength a 

Confidence. | £7 2 
1. Tertullian, contra Prax. c. 25. his Work 
are: The Paraclete ſhall take of mine, ſays Chr, 
as be did of the Father s. Thus the Connexion 
the Father in the Son, and of the Son in the Pap 
clete, makes the Three cloſely united, which Ti 
are One, but not one Perſon ;, as "tis ſaid, I andi 
Father are One v. Which the Doctor think 
with Biſhop Bul and Dr. Hammond, are an 1. 


8 


luſion to our Text in diſpute. 
2. Cyprian, de Unitate Eccleſie, his words att 
Tit written of the Father, Son, and Holy Spin 
theſe Three are One ; or Three are One, as (0 
' Copies have it: and, in his Epiſtle ad Fubsk 
num, Tres Unum ſunt, Three are One; without at 
Reference to the Scripture expreſs'd, And net 
300 Years after, comes Fulgentius, a Biſhop t 


* „ 
OP Beg 


— 


* De meo ſumet, inquit, ſicut ipſe de Patris, ita connem 
Patris in Filio, & Filii in Paracleto, tres efficit cohærentes, al 
rum ex altero. Qui tres unum ſunt, non unus; quomodo 0 
tum eſt, ego & Pater unum ſumus. . . 

+ De Patre, Filio, & Spiritu Sancto ſcriptum eſt; & hi Ti 
Unum ſunt. 3 ; £ a . | 

hh Afris 
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a, and fays that Cyprian in the former 
in Fords had reſpect to St. John's Teſtimony. 

ao 3. Victor YVitenſis, who tells us of a Confeſ- 
te Won of Faith, preſented by Eugenius Biſhop of 
Wl thage, and other Biſhops, to Hunnerick King 
oh WF the Vandals; in which this Text is cited as 


om St. John, in the manner we now have it, 
1 the Year 484. 5 | 
4. Vigilius Tapſenſis, Fulgentias, and the Au- 


rar 
or of the Explication of the Faith, ad Cyril- 


ver-ballance all the Evidence on the other ſide : 
hich, whether it will do or not, is to be con- 
der d under my next Head. Therefore, 


Par auments brought to ſupport the Authority 
Tf this Text, againſt thoſe produc'd to over- 
di brow it. | 0 | 
hi 1 ſuppoſe no Man of Reaſon will deſire me to 


ive any anſwer to what the Doctor cou'd lay 
o ſtreſs upon: I mean, ſuch modern Teſtimo- 


Is are: ies as Calecas and the Council of Lateran, our 
Spin te Editions and Verſions, or the vulg Latin 
s lone ibles ſince Bede's time. Therefore I ſhall ſay 
fubut more to them; nor indeed to “ ere Tap- 
ut au/ and Victor Vitenſis, nor to any Writer ſo 
1d deu bag after the Heats between the Ariuns and 
hop r banaſians, and when the Invaſions of the bar- 


— — 


nd Ignorance. Such modern Teſtimonies will 
nly tell me, that theſe Words did at laſt appear. 
Ml this I know well enough; for I ſee they are 
rought into the Latin Verſions, and ſince that 


conn 
nes, al 
nodo di 


& hi Tie 


_ WP Tranflations, firſt in /irtle Characters for diſ- 
Afris Inction, and next with as good a face as the 


4 


* 


And thus you have the Whole of what muſt. 


zrous Nations had thrown all into Confufion 


reſt 
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l. 1 ſhall ſhew the Inſufficiency of theſe Ar- 


to our printed Greek Copies z and into our Engs 
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reſt of the Text. And if this began to be dom 
in the fifth, or ſixth, or ſeventh Century, why 
is that, any more than if it was in the fifteen, n. 
or ſixteenth? But if the Words were not in St. 
John's Epiſtle for ſo many hundred Years, ng 
known to the Chriſtian Church as. ſuch, I ſhi 
conclude that no Man can give a good reaſon for 
admitting 'em ſince. : * 

And a thouſand ſmooth Suppoſitions (which 
are, in like caſes, found to be falſe by daily Ex. 
perience) that ſuch and ſuch a Writer wou'd not, 
ia later times, have uſed the Words, or put en 
into the Bible, if he had not good Evidence they 
were in the Original; are of no force againk 
all the Greek Manuſcripts and Fathers, which 
plainly ſhew they certainly were not there. |f 
upon the whole matter there can be found nt 
one Greek Manuſcript, or one Greek Writer, who 
mentions it for a thouſand Years; nor one Lan 
Writer to the fifth Century (if St. Cyprian be 
not the Man, which. ſhall be inquired into) 
what ſignifies all the reſt? Men may be fold 
of a ſpurious Iſſue, but that will not legit- 
—_ 5 

Only with relation to Victor Vitenſis, becaule 
the Doctor lays ſuch a ſtreſs upon it, as if th 
urging theſe Words, in a Confeſſion of Faith, 6 
publickly preſented to Hunnericus, in midſt a 
the Arians, in the Year 484. was a good prod 
that they had been well known and. receiv; 
at leaſt, ante unum Seculum aut alterum, an Aft 
or two before; and ſo will carry the Evidence 
much higher than the Year 484. Therefore | 
ſhall take ſome notice of this, and ſhew that 
in fact it was not thus, as he. plauſibly im 
— ©, 
What the Credit of Victor's Hiſtory, as . 
have it, is, I cannot well tell. I know it has uy 

aw” 
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ittle with many, in relation of ſtrange Miracles, 
got unlike thoſe of Monkiſh Legends, viz. of 
nany who cou'd ſpeak freely and articulately, 
when their Tongues had been cut out by the 


0p Roots; and ſending his Reader to Conſtantinople, 
ſhalt for an Inſtance to prove it: with other Miracles. 
u for at let that be as it will, I take it for granted, 


hat he ſays true, in the Matter before us; that 


rhich n the Creed preſented to Hunnericus, this Text 
Ex- Nas cited as from St. John. But that it had not 
not, een commonly and long receiv'd, and well 
en known as ſuch, I think is plata by what the 
they Doctor cou'd not deny, viz. That St. Auguſtine, 
210k WE ucherius, and Cerealis, of the ſame Country, 
rhick and in the ſame Age, knew not of this Text. 
„ | WE ucher;us lived within thirty Years of the time 
| not when this Creed was preſented ; and the Dactor 
wio rells us, he ſays it was common in his time to 
Latin aterpret the Spirit, the Water and the Blood, of 


he Father, Word, and Spirit; as did Auſtin, Now 

f this Text had been receiv'd then, what place 

ad there been for ſuch a myſtical Interpretation 

df the three Witneſſes on Earth? Nay, Cerealis 
vas one of the African Biſhops at the ſame time, 


cauk Wprobably ; for he flouriſh'd in the time of the 
f tie Perſecution under Hunnericus; and wha drew up 
h. © n Confeſſion of Faith alſo, at the Demand of 
lt of ebe Arian Biſhop Maximini an; and had the ſame 
prof reaſon to have made uſe of this Text, as Euge- 
di, if it had been current, as the Doctor In- 
A inuates,. Where then is the Seculum unum aut 
dene alterum, the Age or two before, in which this Text 
ore been admitted? I rather think it muſt only 
that have been ſome private Compoſure, tho it might 


be in the name of the other Biſhops, who were 
now ſcatter'd and baniſh'd. It is ſigned only 


s 7 Gaſis Medianis Epiſcopis Numidia , Bonifacio Fe- Biblioth. 
ound N arianenſi, & Bonifacio Gatienenſi, Epiſcopis Vixace- Pairum. 
little 55 3 35 nis. 


_ An Inquiry into the 
nis. So that it carries the Evidence no higher 
than to that time, and that at the latter end d 


00 the fifth Century ſome pretended this for Tex, 5 
ly which had been only an Interpretation. def 
„ There remain then only two things of weipht in 
Up to be cleard: = : 
a Firſt, The pretended Creek Manuſcripts, : 
4 Secondly, The Teſtimonies of Tertullian, bu g 
9 0 chiefly of St. Cyprian. 8 8 4 
* Firſt, His Greek Manuſcripts pretended: Tei. 
3 are of three ſorts. 3 1 
{es (1.) The Britzſh Copy which Eraſmus ſpe n 
ps of ; who not finding one Greek Copy which H 
2. this Paſſage, wou'd not put it into his two fil / 
BST Editions of the New Teſtament : but upon is 2 
% formation of a Copy in England which had ihn 
Heck did, againſt the Faith of all his Copies, aft e 
4 wards inſert it; * rather, as he confeſſes, tt s 
. avoid the Reproach of others, than that Ki 
. jadg'd it to be of ſufficient Authority, an 
+ & which F. Simon thus rebukes him: With what wa 
* i _ Hiſt, ant cou'd he correct his Edition by one ſingle Coy Rr; 
i which, as himſelf believ'd, had ſuffer d ſome Alte 7d 
"8 ration? . 
195 And it appears he had reaſon to ſuſpect i:. D. 
5th for who ever ſaw this Britiſh Copy ſince, or thi: 
; wou'd produce it? Dr. Mill does not tell u 
i; where it was, or that ever he heard more of Ie. 
Rp Such rare Diſcoveries, ſo uſeful and grateful MF, 
LET”) the Publick, are not wont to be loſt again, uM: 
5 ſo critical an Age. What ! cannot all i, 
WL Learned Men of our two Univerſities, nor or Wl. 
25 . 1 | — = 

TY * Ex hoc Codice Anglicano repoſuimus, quod in noſtii & 

5 cebatur deeſſe, ne ſit cauſa calumniandi, tametſi ſuſpicor @ 
dicem illum ad noſtros eſſe correctum. 5 i 


nume: 
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numerous Clergy, give us ſome account of it? 
Surely either there was no fuch Copy, or it is 
not. for the purpoſe : elſe it had probably, long 


hink it did the beſt fervice it ever cou'd do, 
n the Cauſe, in thus impoſing upon the Great 
raſmus. Strange! that a Britin Copy is only to 


Britain, and ſuch an inquiſitive Britiſb Critick as 
Dr. Mill, can know nothing more of it. Fo- 
eigners will expect to hear of it from us, ra- 
her than we from them. F. Simon ſays Eraſmus 


hays (in his Annotations) There is found one Greek 
anuſcript among the Engliſh, which hath it v. He 
jeeded not then have ſaid, Suſpicer, &e. he cou'd, 
think, have made a clearer Judgment of it, if 
e had ſeen it. And if he was abus'd by Miſin- 
oration or Otherwiſe, tis hard firft to deceive 
im, and then to make his Miſtake an Authority 
n the caſe. 


opies by which he ſuppoſes the Complutenſian 
dition was regulated; becaufe theſe words are 
here, and the Editors ſay in general, they fol- 
on'd the beſt and moſt antient Manuſcripts of 
he Vatican. | NY 


ed by thoſe Manuſcripts in putting in his Verſe, 
0 it appears they were not; becauſe, by the 
Doctor's own Confeſſion, the woff antient and moſt 
ore Copy of the Vatican, which is fo juſtly 
xtol'd by him, (and comes at leaſt very near to 


* Repertus eſt apud Anglos Grzcus Codex unus, in quo has 
petur, : | „ 


V 4 Library 


efore this time, been produc'd. I am apt to 


de mention'd by one beyond the Seas, while all 


aw it : but where does Eraſmus ſay fo? He only 


(2.) The Doctor depends on the Manuſeript 


But as they don't ſay, that they were direc- 


be famous Alexandrian Manuſcripts in the Royal 
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2328 Ann Diquiry into the 
Library here) wants theſe Words which thiſ 


Editors have put in: And how then did they E 

follow it ſo cloſely as is pretended ? Nay, this 
excellent Manuſcript was that which Pope Ire 
recommended to them, as the Ground-work ani ha 
Standard of their Edition, to which they were be 

to keep, and to note the Variations of «y en 

Copies in their Margin, and which for the mt i; 

part they did; and yet in this they forſook it * 

: * And *tis no wonder, if they did fo by the N 


of the Vatican Manuſcripts, awappears.. 
For Cariophilus afterwards, having by Order 
of Pope Urban VIII. examin'd theſe Vatican My 
nuſcripts, tells us plaialy, that all of 'em which 
have this Epiſtle of St. John, want this ſeven 
Verſe : tho, out of reſpect to St. Cyprian, he ny 
for keeping it in F. Of which, Dr. Clarke has 
given an account, in the place already refer'd to; 
together with an account of ſixteen Manuſcrip 
(eight of em in the King of Spain's Library) 
collated by the Spaniſh Marquiſs, Peter Faxai 
(as F. Simon names him) and publiſh'd by Lu 
Cerda, in his Adverſaria Sacra, c. 19. from al 
which Manuſcripts nothing is alledg'd to juſtify 
their vulgar Verſion, in keeping this Verſe. Hon 
then cou'd Dr. Mill preſume ſo ſtrongly that the 

Complutenſian Editors kept to their Manuſcript 
Crit. Hiſt. here? F. Simon ſaw the contrary, and ſays tit 
Par. 2. c. 9. follow'd the Reading of the Latin Copies here; 
and to vindicate it, have inſerted a Note from 

Aquinas, in the Margin. 

(3.) He pretends the ſever N of Ro- 
bert Stephens, to warrant the Words to be ge- 
nuine. Stephens tells us he made uſe of fifteen 
Manuſcripts in his Edition of the New Teſtamen, 


— 1 


— 


* Ad den Catenæ in Marcum. | 
on 


8 
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1: Maly ſever of which he has ſet down in the 
bey argin, as Wanting ſome, at leaſt, of the Words 
his n diſpute : hence it was concluded formerly, 
Iren by Dr. 241 himſelf, as well as others, 


hat the other eight wanted nothing, but had 
he Whole, AS We have it. To this, the Doctor's 
emarkable Words cited from his Prolegomena, by 
Dr. Clarke, are a compleat Anſwer; ſhewing that 


c it, Whoſe eight Manuſcripts did not include this Epiſtle 
. John, at all; and ſo were of no concern 


here. But Dr. Mill was ſenſible of this, in his 
Diſſertation on the Text, where he ſays of theſe 
ht Manuſcripts, Reliqui has Epiſtolas non exhi- 
ent. And therefore he urges but the other ſeven, 
which are noted as wanting only i md Sear, in 
zaven, and authorizing. the reſt; The Father, 


M the Word, and the Spirit, and theſe Three are 

Dr. ES 0; LEA 

1 But as Dr. Mill was too judicious not to ſee 

ar)) bro this Miſtake, in placing a little Hark 3 fo 

. he fairly owns his Doubt about it, in his Note- 
4 


dn the Verſe : If indeed the little Hook be placed 


al right T. For this depends wholly upon placing 
tity he Semicircle, which marks the Words that are 
Jon anting in ſuch Manuſcripts, as are noted in the 
the ward Margin. In Srephens's fair Folio Edition, 
1 his Mark or ſmall Hook falls after the words 


& ie; as if. theſe only were — : 
whereas it ſhou'd have been placed after the 


R. vbich, the Doctor owns in his Notes, was the 
Se. caſe of the moſt and beſt Copies; and Simon inti- 
* mates the ſame in his Remarks upon the Lou- 
nent, | „„ „ e 


o * 1 3 . 
— —— 33 5 L1 * — Ps 


— 


Lucas Brugenſis had ſaid before. POE 
| OTE Vain 


+ $i quidem. Semicirculus ſuo loco fit collocatus z which = 


whole Verſe, as F. Simon obſerves (or rather, af- _ 
ther the words in Earth, in the eighth Verſe - 


330 Es: An Inquiry into the | 

vain Latin Bible by Hententns, which had tht 
like Error.) And I wonder the Doctor ſho; Mio" 
ſay upon it, Neſcio qua anteritate, neque dici |, 
iſtos libres conſuluiſſe; or that he had not MW" 
ſulted the Copies, when he expreſly ſaid, he l 
conſulted the Manuſcripts of the King's Libran: 
and I think it was there Stephens found his“ 
It appears by Dr. Aills Account in his Prag: 
mena, that four of theſe ſeven Manuſcripts wen 
in the French King's Library; and ſince F. Sing 
Crit, Hiſt. cou'd find none there, that wanted only th 
part 2. c. 9. words in Heaven, nor any one elſe pretends u 
find ſuch elſewhere, I may ſafely conclude ty 
2 Miſtake in placing the Mark in Stephens, whid 
the Doctor was willing to take hold of A 
the ſame Stephens, in his Latin Edition of th 
New Teſtament, (as F. Simon tells us, Crit. Hi, 
part 2. c. II, and as I have ſen) included the 
whole Paſſage within the Mark. So that I tbid 
the Caſe is plain, that all Srephens's Manuſcript 

wanted this Verſe. >; jo) On eo ny 
*Tis probable he put it into his own Editio, 
from the Complutenſian, and we from his int 
| ours; (fo one Error begets another, eſum- 
ing too well of the Care and Faithfulneſs © 
as went before) for the Doctor tells us, Steph 
govern'd himſelf by the beſt Manuſcripts: bu 
Proleg. Then he ſays, He always judg'd thoſe. to be by 
P. 117. which agreed with the Complutenfian. Elſe i 
would be very ſtrange, that all Stephens's Mantr 
ſcripts ſnou'd differ from all them of Eraſmu 
and Simon, and others; as they muſt, if only 
iy md ders were wanting, | 
And whereas the Poctor lays a ſtreſs 01 
Stephens's ſaying be departed. not ene Letter fun 
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Authority of 1 Joun 5. 7. 331 
beſt and moſt of his Copres +; I would ask then, | 
ow he came to put in the © md 3ewp, in Hea- 

1 when every one of his ſeven Manuſcripts 

anted '*em ? *Tis plain Criticks are not always 

) be truſted ia what they ſay of their own 

idelity : the Doctor was right, in inferring that 

ought to have been as he ſaid, but tis plain in 

& it was not ſo, 


Thus having examin'd all his Pretences to the 
reel Manuſcripts, I think it fully appears there 
not ſo much as one found to authorize this 
aſſige, nor one antient Verſion, made from the 
reek; and for others, they are not of value in 
he caſe. Indeed the Doctor has dealt more 
airly than our common unaccurate Commenta- 


A who, without any Examination, talk round | 
| th A of many, the moſt antient and the beſt Copies, 


phich have theſe Words, not knowing what they 
ay: whereas he pretends but to few, and ra- 
er ſuppoſes and hopes, from ſome Hints in 
thers, that they had ſuch Copies, than knows 
f any himſelf. | 


ſum- Let me cloſe this Head with the very perti- 
ſa) ent Remark of the moſt Learned Phileleutherus, part 1. 
phen) gainſt the Diſcourſe of Free-Thinking : The pre- 
bu ent Text was firſt ſettled almoſt 200 Tears ago, out 
bf ſeveral Manuſcripts, by Robert Stephens, Printer 
ſe n 4 Bookſeller at Paris; whoſe beautiful and gene- 


aly ſpeaking (it ſeems, not in all points) accu- 


ſnu Ne Edition, has been ever ſince counted the Stan- 
od, and follow d by all the reft. Now this ſpeci- 


ck Text in your Poctors (Whitby's) Notion, 
tems taken for the Sacred Original in every Word 


Hs » 
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+ Ne in una litera diſceſſerit 3 meliorum & plurium codi- 
um ſuffragio. 5 ; | | 


| and 


An Inquiry into te 
and Syllable ; and if the Conceit is but ſpread, 
propagated, within a few Years that Printer's Ii 
libility will be as zealouſly maintain d, as an Eta 

geliſt's or Apoſtles. 5 5 
Dr. Mill, were he nom alive, wou'd confeſs il 
this Text, fixed by a Printer, is ſometimes by 
various Readings render d uncertain, nay, is pt 
certainly wrong; but that the real Text lies mt 
any ſingle Manuſcript or Edition, but is diſpſi 
in them all. . 3 
I now come to the ſecond Head of his Ars 
ments, viz. from antient Teſtimonies of the Lai 
Writers, Tertullian and Cyprian. 

As for Tertullian, in the Words already | 
down, he had only ſaid, ſpeaking of the Fal 
Son, and Spirit, theſe Three are One; and 'tis mit 
ten, the Father and I are One. But the forme 
theſe he ſays from himſelf, not as any part" 

Scripture, as he ſays the next words are. And i- 
deed he needed not to have cited theſe la 
Words at all, if the former had been of the fant 
Authority; for they had been ſufficient, where 
the latter Words were not to his purpoſe it 
Proving the Holy Spirit's Unity with the Fal 
and Sox. Only not having a Text for the Unit 
of all the Three, he was willing to alledge th 
Words for the Two as a Step to the other. 

Nor can it be thought, but that in ſo voluns 
nous a Writer we muſt have had that Text mall 
times over, on ſeveral proper Occaſions, if i 
had known it as ſuch. He repeats John 10. 3 
J and the Father are one, very frequently, eie 
| five times in a few Pages in his Book contra Pra: 
am, and again contra Hermog. and de Oratio 
Whereas this pretended Text, ſo much more fo 
his purpoſe, he omits: which could hardly bat 
been, if he had taken it to be of as good * 


Authority of 1 JoRN 5. 7. 
y as the other Text. And therefore Dr. Aal 
d reaſon to urge it but ſoftly, ſaying, Dr. Bull 
d Dr. Hammond _ ſe alluſiſſe, ſuppoſe that he 
ht allude to the Words of St. John: which is but 
Conjecture, inſtead of a Proof. „ 
Go that St. Cyprian is left alone to bear the weight 
all. And indeed *tis eaſy to ſee the Doctor's 
ief Confidence is in. his Teſtimony, (with a 
tle help from Tertullian, whom he owns to be. 
t ſo clear) inſomuch that he ſays, This is Evi- 
we enough of the Words being authentick, tho none 
the Greek Writers ever ſaw them, and tho they 
er appear d in any Copy to this day. It ſeems 
en tis to no purpoſe: to withſtand this Evidence; 
rather it ſeems, having nothing elſe to truſt. 
the Doctor was reſolv'd this muſt and ſhall do 
Cyprian's Words are, Of the Father, Son, and De Uni- 
ly Spirit, it is written, Theſe Three gre One; (the — 
ber Teſtimony, in Epiſt. ad Jubaianum, is but © 
ke Tertullian's ſuppoſed Alluſion to the Text, and 
ay have the ſame Anſwer.) Upon theſe Words 
e Queſtion is, Whether Cyprian refers to the 
enth Verſe in diſpute, or to the exghth, by a 
yſtical Interpretation of the Water, the Blood, 
ad the Spirit, as ſignifying yy Father, the Son, 
id the Spirit? Father Simon js out of doubt for Crit. Hitt. 
is latter, and brings a ſtrong. Proof of it from 18. 
e Words of Facundus, who was of the ſame 
rican Church, in the fifth Century; and who not 
ly himſelf ſo interprets the Words of the ezghth 
erſe, but expreſly adds, that St. Cyprian ſo un- 
erſtood them too, in this very place. Says he, 
Of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, he (St. Ny 
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De Patre, Filio, & Spiritu Santo, dicit tres ſunt qui teſti- 
lonium dant in terra, Spiritus, Aqua, & Sanguis, & hi tres 
unum 
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ſays there are Three that bear witneſs on Earth, j 
Spirit, the Water, and the Blood; and theſe Ty 
are One: by the Spirit, ſnifying the Father, by 
Mater, the Holy Ghoſt, and by the Blood, the v 
Which Words of John the Apoſtle, St. Cyprian 

| be, as Simon obſerves) conceives to be ſpoken of h 
Fatbergy Son, and Holy Spirit. And tho Dr. J 
would make light of this Teſtimony, *ris with 

all Reaſon, and from mere Neceſſity : ſince þ 
will overturn all he had to ſay from the 14 
Sun. ĩ 51 e 
What Facundus ſays, is ſo far from being it 
probable, that the DoQor' himſeif owns St. . 
tin, who was of the ſame African Church, dt 
make the ſame Interpretation after wards; ad 
after him, Eucherius declares it was a commii 
Expoſition of thoſe Words: and then why mit 

_ It not be Cypriar's? Does: not Facurdus expel 
ſay it? Does he tell an unlikely Story? Why 
then levis momenti? Truly the Doctor think 
none, till St. Auſtin, made this myſtical Inti. 
pretation, and therefore not St. Cyprian. Bi 
why might not Cyprian begin it as well as Aufin 
Facundus tells us, he did interpret To, and it dd 
not appear that he had any ohe ſuch Words 
apply to the Trinity, but -heſe. Is it not as got 
an Argument againſt the Docter, to ſay that (þ 
prian did not cite the ſeventh Verſe in diſpute, u 
cauſe that Verſe never appear'd in any Writer il 

the fifth Century, as his is, viz. That Cyprian did iu 


wo — 


— 


unum ſunt; in Spiritu ſignificans Patrem, in Aqua Spiriun 
Sandium, in Sanguine vero Filium fſignificans, —— Quol 
Joannis Apoſtoli Teſtimonium beatus Cyprianus in Epiſtola lin 
libro quem de Trinitate (de Unitate rather) ſeripfit, de Pa 
Filio, & Spiritu Sancto, dictum intelligit. Facundus pro Deſt) 
Trin. Cap. R Fo Co 2. f ö ry 

| 10 
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Authority of 1 Joan 5. 7. 
jaterpret, becaufe rhat Interpretation appears 
in the fifth Century ? Only I can rok 
Aſſertion by a proper poſitive Teſtimony, 
it Cyprian did uſe this Interpretation; whereas 
had none to prove that St. Cyprian met with a 
cial Copy of St. John's Epiſtle, which had that 
. COLES: | TRIES TE EL 2 Sh 
15 true indeed, he alledges for the other ſide 
gent, Contemporary with Facundia, ſay ing, 
St. John teſtifies there are three that bear witneſs in 
even, the Father, the Word, and Spivit'; and theſe 
Lree are Ont © which alſo Sr. Cyprian, in his Epiſtle of 
Unity of the Church," confeſſes; alroging from the 
riptures, that of the Barber, S, md Holy Spirit, 
; written, And Three are One. But as Facundns 
as good an Evidence as he, and more particular, 
even this does not contradict ' Facundus, For 
gent and he both fay the fame thing, vis. 
hat Cyprian confoſſed St. John's 'Teftimory 5 the 
ther, Son, and Spirit, theſe Three art One. Only 
undus tells us, that he took this Teſtimony 
om the eighth Verſe; and Fulgentius does not fay 
was othermsſe 5 and therefore there is no reaſon 
d oppoſe him to Facundus. Cyprian might own 
ſame thing as is now contain'd in the ſeventh 
erſe, tho he deduc'd it from the'ezghth + He that 
appoſed the Spirit, the Vater, and the Blood, in 
t. John, to mean the Father, the Son, and the 
pirit, as much confeſſed this Doctrine, and from 
t. John too; as if he had found the very 


* 
| 
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e. cont. Arianos, fub finem. Beatus Joannes teftatur, 
piritut ieens, Tres ſunt qui teſtimonium perhibent in ccelo, Pater, 
-u erbum, & Spiritus; & tres unum ſunt. Quod etiam B. M. 
ola fin yprianus in Epiſtola de Unitate Eccleſiæ confitetyr, dicens 


Patz de Patre, Filio, & Spiritu Sancto ſcriptum eſt, & tres unum 


Words 
{0 3 


Words Father, Son, and Spirit, in the Text, Ay 
this is all which Fulgentius himſelf ſays of jy 
Neither of them ſays that Cyprian found! 
St. John, the Futher, Son, and. Spirit, beſides t 
three Witneſſes in the eighth Verſe. No, it wy 
there he thought he might find the Father, 5 

and Spirit, myſtically repreſented. And 10 
ſerve two things to confirm it. 
5 . of it as a remarkable c 
ceſſion in St. Cyprian, Quod etiam B. Cypri anus a 
fitetur, which alſo St. Cyprian confeſſes. Conſſ 
what? that St. John had thoſe, Words, the i. 

ther, Vord, and Spirit, and theſe: Three are Oni 

Was that ſuch an Acknowledgment, if he fou 

it in his Epiſtle? No, but he acknowledged th 

Father, Son, and Spirit to be one, out of St. Jul 

by a myſtical, Interpretation of the Spirit, th 

Water, and the Blood, which'are:one, This inde 
was ſomewhat: far-fetch'd, and not fo cleat 

\ Point, but St. Cypriar's confeſſing it might give 
ſome credit; but it could give none to an us 
doubted Text of St. John, to ſay Cyprian acknoy 
ledg'd it to be true. 1 will not ſay. the Dodu 
had any Deſign in it, but 1 find in reciting th 
words, he has bappen'd to change the conftun 

into the more convenient Word, conteſtatur. 

2. I obſerve Cypriar's words are not the ea 
Words pretended to be found in St. John; fi 
Cyprian ſays, Father, Son, (not the Mord) ad 
Spirit, Now tho the ſame Perſon may be inten 
ed by both words, yet 'tis plain there could b 
but one of them in the Text. And therefore, i 
our preſent. printed Text be right, Cyprian had 10 

ſuch Copy, or elſe he did not keep ſtrictly to it. 

and if he did not cite the words exactly, only the 
Senſe of them as an Interpreter; then in ſuchi 
looſe way of ſpeaking it might well be, as Facu- 

dus ſays it was, viz. his Senſe of the eighth 8 8 


„„ 


Authority. of 1 Joan 5. 7. „ 
> that the Doctor was too forward in ſaying 

nat Cyprian could not have cited the Words of 

„John (as we have them) more exactly, if he had 

hem before his eyes. = | 

Let the Interpretation be ever ſo forced, that 
nothing, ſo it was; and there are enough as 

range Interpretations of Texts in the Fathers and 

St. Cyprian himſelf, to ſatisfy us this is no good 


ec ridence it was not his *. And why may not 
u; 0114 father a weak Interpretation as well as 
. Austin? Nor was it unuſual with Cyprian to 
ge te Scripture more by his Senſe of it, than by the 
ric Letter of the Text. Thus, inſtead of Lead Cypr. de 
four into Temptation, he cites it, Suffer us not Orat. 
4th be led, &c. Again, he cites Rev. 19. 10. Wor- D &. 4. 
Tow thou the Lord Feſus, inſtead of worſhip thou Cypr. de 
„ l. Will any ſay, upon this, that he found a Bono Pa- 
ade rticular Copy which had theſe Readings ? No fieniiz, 
car rely, but rather that it was Cyprian's Ex poſi- 5 
ire non of the true Reading in all the Copies. Even 
a uw, | doubt not, his words, the Father, the Son, 

d Spirit, theſe Three are One, was his Senſe of 
odor Dc eighth Verſe of St. John's fifth Chapter. 
1g e | {hall conclude this with Mr. Du Pin's Judgment 
frag on the Caſe : ITis not then, ſays he, abſolutely Hiſt. of 
„tin, that Cyprian hath quoted the ſeventh Verſe the _— 7 
exa} St. John's Epiſtle. And Father Simon's; who by "> as 
s, 'tis our of doubt that he hath not. Tho ' tis Crit. Hiſt. 
) anl obable 101? Miſtake of Cyprian's words led ſome N. T. part 
tend lowing African Writers into the Opinion that 1. , 18. 


John had ſaid them expreſly.. 4 54 8 
And thus I have fairly accounted for St. Cypri- 


ad 0 s Words, without the Suppoſition of his ha- 
0 ite a /pecial Copy to himſelf. And then I think 
y the ere is not one tolerable Pretence left of any an 
uch. | # 


* See Dr, Whitby'Diſfert, de S. Script« Interpretats - | 
= n 2 | tient 


An Inquiry into tbe 
tient Authority. Now it remains that we ſe 
how the Doctor accounts for the Difficulties th 
lie againſt him; from all the Greek Copies and x, 
thers before and after Cyprian, who knew nothing 
of this Text : how then had Cyprian ſuch a part; 
cular Copy above all others? Does the DoQoy 
clear himſelf as fairly of this, as we have of hi 
Objection from Cypriaus Word? 
He puts very proper Queries here: If { 
Words were in St. John's Original, how comes it 
paſs that for three Ages following, the Greek Father 
had it not in their Copies? Hom came Cyprian, y 
African, to know it, when it was unknown to Irenæis 
who was a very curious Inquirer into all Learnin 
(which is Tertullian's Character of him *) and wh 
convers'd with Polycarp, the Diſciple of St. Joh 
himſelf? But in Anſwer to theſe Queries, he i 
forced to frame many unreaſonable Suppoſitions 
be knows not which way it was, but he can im; 
gine how poſlibly it might have been, and the 
ſeems to believe it was ſo, Let us hear bis u 
— v „ 
If we ask how came theſe Words to be out of 
the known Greek Copies ? he anſwers, By my 
Chance, and Careleſſneſs of the Tranſcriber, who c 
his eye upon the word hp rufe, or Witneſs, in i 
eighth Verſe, inſtead of the ſame Word in the | 
venth; and ſo went on, unawares omitting the on 
paerudiyiss, or Witneſs, and all the words betme 
them both. And then by reaſon of Perſecution Chi 
tians were in haſte, and ſtaid not to reviſe the Tra 
cript, nor to compare with one-another”s Copies, whi 
wre hut few, becauſe. of the Pains and Expences 
tranſcribing : and the Original being at a diſta 


a 


Curioſiſſimus omnium doctrinarum explorator, Irene! 
Tortul. cont. Valente in 
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from them when difpers'd, they could not examine by 
ES 7+ 0 is Of 238 269 
| | grant, Miſtakes of this lind have happen'd 
to Tranſcribers, where 5aotertawia, Words of the 
ſame ending, or the ſame Words have often oc> 
curr'd : but that it was not ſo here, is plain, be- 
cauſe the ' Tranſcriber had bes taken tbe net 
Words to the ſecond wagrug2s]ss, which are, 2 Y, 
n Earth + whereas the Doctor confeſſes theſe mardi 
were wanting alſo. This he was aware of, and 
therefore ſupphſes once more, that the Words in 
Earth might be in the firſt Tanſeript, but that the 
xt time it was tranſcrib di or ſoon after, it 
was thought ehoſe Words were ſuperfluous, and ſo 
were left or duſſ'd out : and then Copies: were 
taken by other Churches, and ſo they ſpread: abroad 
thro Greece, Egypt, &c. And this is the reaſon 
that the antient Ferſions and Miriters knew nothing 
of this Text, becauſe there were none but theſt 
maimed Copies among all the Greek Churches F. 
But in proceſs of time, he thinks, ſome correct Cv. 
nes which lay hid in Aſia (where the Original wat) 
y ſome other Parts, ſome way or other .goriinrd 
Africa, which Trrrulian and Cyprian ſaw And 


| 08 the Times being oubleſome, fe Copies only were 
en for the uſe of the Africtn Churches, where they 
e | n to have continu'd ;, and about 100 Tears after 


they became common, elſe the African Biſhops would 
ut have alledged theſe Words in 4 Confeſſion of Faith; 
if they had not been in their common Copies, and in 
the Body of St. John's Epiſtle, more than one or two 
Centuries, And about 250 Tears after Cyprian, 
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©, niſi qui ad mutilatos, 
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ſcem Eccleſiis Gracis in uſu ſuiſſe cre - 
uos dicimus, deſcriptus ſit. 
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ñit was eaſy to be done, Surely they were not { 
_ careleſs as the Doctor makes them to be: it appears 


the ſpurious Author of the Diſputation, falſly aſcribe 
Greek Copy: And then all was ſet right. And 


| viz, How the true Copy at laſt came to light 


view and examine their Tranſcripts 2 which is ſo 


An Inquiry into the 
to Athanaſius, perhaps might meet with a perſelt 
ſo we have his Anſwer to another Queſtin 
again? 5 


I believe ehis Account will ſatisfy very few: if 
any Man ſhould trace his Pedegree after this man- 


ner, through ſuch a train of wild Suppoſitions, b 
and improbable Imaginations of this and the other Che 
bare Poſſibility, I fear he would ſtill paſs for abe 
ſpurious Pretender. And yet all this the Judicions N #7 
Dr. Mill could ſeem to believe, rather than this bon. 
one Suppoſition,, which is alſo well arreſted, That der 
St. Cyprian's Words were his Inter pretation of (or 
the eighth Verſe - for allow but this, and there lt 
was no need of racking his Invention at this to ! 
rate. And l'll appeal to Men of Candor, which ano 
of the two is more probable ; that all theſe Supp- tha 
ſitions ſhould happen, or that Facundus ſhould bo the 


true: eſpecially when. theſe few Remarks on the ve, 
Doctor's imaginary Account, ſhall be duly con- ac 
ſidered. 1 5 . 

1. Why ſhould he ſuppoſe, they who were at 
the Pains or Ex pence, and had leiſure of tranſcri- 
bing, would not be at a very little more, to fe- 


natural and uſual, in matters of much leſs mo- 
ment than what concerns the Intereſts of anothe 
Life, which to the primitive Chriſtians were ver) 
dear. While they had the Original in their hands 


what Senſe they had in early times, of the neceſſit 
of comparing ſuch Tranſcripts with the Original. 
by Irenæus; to whoſe Writings this ſolemn Adju 
ration is annex'd: Adjuro te per Dominum Jeſun 
ut conferus poſt quam tranſcripſeris, &c. 1 * 

| 8 | | thee 
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thee who ſhall tranſcribe this Book, by the Lord Feſus 
Chriſt, and by bis glorious Appearance to judge the 
Quick and the Dead, that thou compare after thou 
haſt tranſcrib'd, and amend it by the Original very 
crefully. To which purpoſe St. Fohn's Words, 
Rev. 22, 18, 19. are probably to be underſtood, 
25 a Terror to all negligent and deceitful Tran- 
ſcribers of his Books. e | 
But the Doctor pretends the Perſecution of the 
Chriſtians, and their not daring to aſſemble but in 
the Night, might hinder them : So far were they 
from having leiſure to review their Books, that they 
could not aſſemble but before day K. As if this hin- 
der'd them from examining or comparing their 
oi Copies at home. Muſt they needs do it in a pub- 
ere lick Aſlembly ? Rather, was it not much better 
bie to be done in private? Therefore the Doctor has 
ich another Imagination to help it out; and that is, 
1 that Chriſtians were in ſuch eager haſte to catch 
ll the ſacred Copies, that they carry'd them off as they 
the were +; As if, after ſo much Pains or Expence for 
01-8 a Copy, they would not take care to have it right. 
Belides, if the Deſire was ſo great, then we may 
conclude the Tranſcripts were very many, of ſo 
ſhort an Epiſtle. And ſince all the Tranſcribers 
could not make the ſame ſtake, nor many of 
them, I ask, „„ 1 

2. Why muſt only this one defective Copy be 
carry'd away into remote Countries, to become 
the fruitful Parent of all the Copies in the World 
that we can find; and all the otbers ſtay behind, 
or never beg heard of more? Is this likely? 
Were not tht Poſſeſſors of the other Copies (which 


3 
1 A 


* 


* Adeo non vacabant recenſioni librorum, ut ne quidem con- 
yenire iis licuerit niſi ante lucem. 

Libri cum primum exarati, avidiſſimè à Chriſtianis ar- 
repti ſint, & in yarias regiones diſtracti. 


= he 


—. 
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| he ſuppoſes there were) as much perſecuted ang Ml if 
ſcatter d as the Poſſeſſor of ehis one fanlty ca? beat 
And if they brought away rheirs, ſurely there ore 
would have been ſome more and better ſigns of Cob 
them than what is pretended from Cyprian, And 
3. Had not the Chriſtians of that time often i: 
heard St. John's Epiſtle read to them, before they 6. 
had it tranſcrib'd, as well as after? This was the bin, 
conſtant Practice of their Aſſemblies, to read ſome *!! 
part of the Goſpels and the Apoſtles Writings, as - 
avi 


Fuſtin Martyr and Tertullian tell us in their 45. 
logies : which the Apoſtle Paul expected, and 8 
ſometimes requir'd to be done; Col. 4. 16. 1 Th. tte 
5. 27. Therefore if there had been an Omiſſon frec 
in the Tranſcript, would not ſome or other eaſily cau 
have miſs'd ſo memorable a Paſiage as this Text tha 
contains? *Tis ſo ſingular and remarkable, that tie 


the Omiſſion could ſcarcely be unobſerv'd, wWben e 


they came to read it over again. N and 
4. Why ſhould he ſuppoſe again (to back his / not 
former hard Suppoſition) that any Chriſtians wou'd the 


ſo evilly treat the Sacred Scriptures, as to ſtrike Go 


out the Words in Earth, for ſeeming to be ſuperflu- m" 
ous? Had they ſo little Reverence for theſe $4 bi 


cred Records, as to daſh out what they liked not! Wl 


And yet with thoſe Words the Senſe and Context lay 
are no way diſturb'd there are an hundred Texts Joi 
which contain Words more ſeemingly needleſs, do 
and more hard to be accounted for, and which 
may as well be ſpared, if we make our own Fan- © 


cy the Judge, as theſe Words, which have indeed“ 
no Difficulty at all in chem; and yet I am wel © 


ſatisfy'd thoſe Chriſtians never would, nor did © 
preſume to daſh them out of their Copies, upon ti 
this flight Pretence, That they were ſuperfluous. m 

5. Doth Cyprian, after all, ſay one word of any 0 


ſuch thing, as his having had a better Copy than Pl 
the reſt of the Churches had? Not a word; and 


yet 


* 
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jet one would think he ſhould not wholly for- 1 
bear taking ſome notice of ſo happy an Event, .- 
or do any after him ſay they found ſuch a correct —_—_— 
Copy, or that ever they underſtood he had one? e 
And what became of this valuable Treaſure, after 1 
t had got into theſe ſafe Hands? For, 
6. How came it that St. Auſtin, ſo long after : 
him, in a neighbouring Church, knew nothing 
of this matter? And that in h Diſputes with the © - I 
frians, none ſhould let him know what might e 
have been ſo ſerviceable to him? In ſuch times ot FE 
ezer Conteſts, it muſt have ſoon flowa about into 
the Neighbourhood, when adjacent Biſhops ſo 
frequently met and confer'd ; and the rather, be- 
cauſe Cyprian, and others after him, muſt know 
that other Copies were defective in this place, and 
therefore it concern'd them to ſend Intelligence 
to all round about them, how the true Text ſtood : 
and yet the Doctor grants that St, Auſtin knew . 
wt of it. And therefore I think it very apparent 
there was mo ſuch thing as Cyprian's having ſuch a 
Copy, notwithſtanding the Doctor could ſay 
certiſſimum eſt, upon no manner of Evidence but 
hs uſing choſe Expreſſions which are already other- 
wiſe accounted for; and of which Mr. Du Pir 
ſays, *tis not certain that St. Cyprian quoted St. 
John's Words; and Father Simon, that, without 
doubt he did not. 3 
By theſe things it appears, that Dr. Mill not 
only could not give any true Account, how It 
really came to . paſs that all the Greek Manuſcripts _ 
and Writers ſhould be ignorant of this Verſe, 
and yet Cyprian recover it from the Original; but 
that ſetting his Imagination to work, he could + 
not ſo much as invent or contrive a way, how It 
could poſſibly be done, with any tolerable Shew of 
Probability, or Conſiſtency of Circumſtances. 


* 


4 Since 
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2 in ſtating the Evidence, and his ſtrange 
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Since therefore he has made ſuch a ſurprizim Will Ar 
Concluſion in favour of this Text, ſo unſuitable tg that 
bis Premiſes, and agaĩuſt all the Rules of Criticiſm; Wl ji; ac 
in preferring one Copy to all the Copies beſides; noble 
one Father to all the Fathers: nay rather, with. Wl ;;; h 
out one Copy, rejecting all the Manuſcript Co- bran 
pies; and ſetting one ſuppoſed, at beſt but dub;ou;, Wl nent 
Teſtimony of one or two Fathers, againſt all the cf or 
certain Evidences from al the Copies and all the Wl ghic 
Fathers for near 500 Tears: I ſay, ſince tis thus for, 
I cannot wonder at the Remark made by the fi- 
mous Le Clerc upon the Doctor's great Candor and 2 


aution in concluding ægainſt it; in the Preface to 
Kuſter's Edition : * If Dr. Mill (ſays he in relation 
to this Text) hath not concluded here like 4 judiciou 
Critick, yet certainly he hath ſhown himſelf to be 
Candid and ingenuous Man, in producing the Arguments 
which effefFually overturn his own Opinion: nor would 
I impute this to his want of Judgment, in not yielding 


to the Force of ſuch Arguments, ſo much as to the % 
Prejudice of a ſort of Men, who are wont ſpiteful ſyht 
to reproach thoſe who freely own the Truth; as if they ” 


favour d I know not what Here ſies, merely becauſe | 
they will not argue againſt 'em from corrupted Texts. n 
Truly the beſt Men are ſometimes under a neceſſity of In | 
giving way to the fromard, which we muſt forgive. _- 


| TE in 


ci acutum Criticum hic ſe minime præſtitit Millius, at certe 
ingenuum & candidum virum ſe oftendit, in proferendis rationi- 
bus, quibus ſententia, quam ipſe amplexus eſt, evertitur. Nec Bl. 
tam ejus judicio aſeripſerim, quod rationum pondere ſe permo- Th 
veri non paſſus ſit, quam iis qui libere veritatem profeſſos ma- 
ligne infamare ſolent, quaſi hæreſibus neſcio quibus faverent, Wl — 
quia nolunt eas depravatis locis oppugnari. Scilicet, optimi qui- 
gue viri factioſis nonnihil concedere neceſſe ſæpe habent, quod | 
facile ignoſcimus. Cleric Epiſt. de Editione Milliana. 


And 


Authority of 1 JoRN 5. 7. 
And yet at the ſame time I willingly conſent, 
that his great Learning, his indefatigable Labour, 
accurate Judgment, and worthy Deſign, in this 
wile Undertaking, ſhall not fail to perpetuate 


ks high Eſteem, and very honourable Remem- 


brance to remoteſt Ages, Nor indeed is his Jadg- 
nent given in this point, but with the Modeſty 
of one ready, upon better Information, to alter it; 
which he ſeems to ſuſpect there might be ground 
for, in the Cloſe of his Diſſertation *. 


— 


— 0 . * w * n . 
bs ; q . 
* 2 


UT whatever Reſtraints Dr. Mill, in bis 

private Capacity, might lie under, from 
declaring his Mind more openly, they affe& not 
yuur Lordſhips and the Reverend Clergy in Convoca- 
tn; whom, with all the Reſpect due to ſo Vene- 
falle a Body, and with the Humility of a Suppli- 
cant, I beſeech to conſider of this matter, as in the 
feht of God; whether here be not ſufficient Evi- 
dence that this Text either certainly, or at leaſt 
very probably, never was originally in the Holy 


Writings of St. John, but unwarrantably thruſt in 
Ia later times. And if ſo, whether from the 
conſcientious Regards you bear to the ſacred Scrip- 


tures, they ought not to be purg'd of all ſuch 
murious Additions. In order to which, permit 
ne, I pray, without the leaſt Affectation of being 
yur Monitor, or the Arrogance of an aſſuming Di- 
r:#or, humbly to beſpeak your very ſerious 
Thoughts upon theſe following Conſiderations. 


— 
* _ _ MCL 0 * —— 
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* Meliora, fi quid melius certiuſque dederit longior dies, dife | 


dere parato. 


+ | | 1. Whes 
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1. Whether ſuch Evidence, as is brought: 


gainſt this Verſe before us, wou'd not be Jude! be 
by you ſufficient againſt any Paſſage in amy ci 
fick Author whatever? Wou'd not ſuch a Paſagi vag 
preſently be pronounc'd ſpurious, and be brougi eme 


under a Deleatur by the unanimous Voice of the 
Criticks, when they had no concern in it, but t. 
judge what is true and genuine, and what ny; 
Nay, would a Court of Judicature allow any 7, 
ragraph to be good, in a Writing of conſequence 
for which no more, and againft which fo my 
can be fairly ſaid ? And will not the ſame Sincerit 
and Impartiality well become us in this, which 
we can not only well juſtify, but commend in the 


hat 
0 P. 


Examination of other Writings ? Shall we pref 70 
Men to take that for Evidence here, which nil 


paſs no where elſe ? | 

2. Whether an awful Regard to that dread 
ful Anathema, or Denunciation left on Record 
by St. John, Re. 22. 18. againſt all who add 
or diminiſh from his Writings, will permit yy 


to be unconcern'd in the matter before you ! h 
cannot be ſuppos'd that thoſe Words ſhou'd not tha 
at leaſt by Parity of Reaſon, concern his Myc 
Writings, as well as the Revelation; eſpecial ; 
when we remember how general the Precept wa no 


not to add nor to diminiſh, Deut. 4. 2. Prov. 30.6 
The Threatning is very ſevere: God ſhall add ti 
him the Plagues that are written in this Book, WM We 
words of ſo much terrour, as will ſufficient! 
juſtify your Lordſbips and the Reverend Clergy 
utmoſt Caution to avoid '; whatever more 
careleſs People may think or ſay. Whether the 
keeping in an unjuſt Addition to the Word o 
God, when *tis our part and in our power to rec 


tify it, comes, or hot, within the Prohibition - 
none concern'd can think below their ſober Co — 
ſideration. It might perhaps come in with - * 


. 


Authority vf 1 JoꝝN 5. 7. 

wilt thro Ignorance, than it can be kepe in, when 

he Fault is diſcover'd. 3 

The Oracles of God are a Sacred Depoſitum 

pag'd with the Church; Rom. 3. 2. To them are 

mmitted the Oracles of God; in this truſt ſurely, 

hat they be kept inviolable, and be tranſmitted 
o Poſterity pure and clean from all known human 
Auditions; whoſe Authority is ſo infinitely in- 


. 
1 


nowingly to be intermix'd therewith : eſpeci- 


ries of God, and who expect that others ſhou'd 
ſeek the Law at their Mouths, of whom tis re- 
ſur d that they be found faithful. 

Our ewentieth Article tells us, The Church is the 
Witneſs and Keeper of Holy Writ : and there- 
fore muſt not bear either falſe or uncertain wit- 
1; in ſo ſolemn a matter, as to ſay that is Holy 
Writ, which ſhe has the greateſt reaſon to judge 
is not ſuch, Tis a diſmal thing to have it ſaid 
to your Flocks, Thus ſaith the Lord, when the Lord 
hath not ſpoken it and a hard task it is on him 
that reads this in the Church for St. John's 
Words, who doth not believe it to be ſuch. 

3, Whether the Honour and r, of our 


owning ingenuoufly what we find to be an Error, 


Weak People, I confeſs, may be apt to cry out 
of Innovation (as upon all ſorts of Reformation) 
That Religiou is ſubverted, that all is uncertain, &c. 
Archbiſhop & Laud once made this ſad Complaint - 


frength, they which ſpeak for the Truth, tho it be 
far older, are ordinarily challeng'd for the Bring ers- 


2 
N 


— 


* — 
* 


- 


* Preface againſt Fiſher. 


ally by thoſe who are the Stewards of the Myſte- 


Holy Religion will not be berrer ſerv'd by diſ- 


rior to the Words of God, that they ought not 


ever tho it have long paſs'd as current as Truth? 


When Errors are 'grown by Age and Continuance to 
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and Perverſeneſs of Men? Muſt we then prophe 
to them ſmooth things, only becauſe they love 
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in of new Opinions: and there is no greater Abſu 
dity ſtirring this day in Chriſtendom, &c. This 
indeed may grieve a good Man; but muſt T;w 
and Piety therefore be ſacrific'd to the Ipnoran 


have it ſo ; and not acquaint em with their Er 


rors, becauſe they'll murmur againſt us? | «WM > 
member St. Paul once made ſome of his Friend int 
to become his Enemies, by telling em the Tru i 
Gal. 4. 16. God forbid that any of his Succeſſri be 
ſhou'd be ſo diſcourag'd by it, as not to vel - 
truth, for fear of making Men their Enemies. I em. 
ſo, we ſhou'd appear to take more care of ou 
ſelves, than of the Intereſts of Chriſt, and his keWito | 
ligion. | mo Me 
Pardon me, if I ſpeak with humble Freedon mat 
what I think not of without real Grief, that ti ve: 

| falſe Notion of Peace has often well nigh ruin an 
Religion. Chriſtianity bad never come in, if o! 
Bleſſed Maſter bad ſtifled the Truth for fear o the 
diſquieting the Family, by dividing the FathnWit | 
againſt the Son, and the Mother againſt the Dag e 
ter, Luke 12. 51, 52, 53- This Political Wi i: 
dom, which is firſ# peaceable, and then, or never bert 
is pure; is juſt the Reverſe of that Wiſdom fran tic 
above, which is firſt pure, F i be poſſible we mii ¶ the 
live peageably with all Men, Rom. 12. 18. but, tio 
can do nothing againſt the Truth, ſays the ſanqW«l 
Apoſtle, 2 Cor. 13. 8. # wary muſt give plac ke 
to s ſuyc ie es · not 
For true Religion is never more in crea j01 
than when her Votaries, and eſpecially her Guide au 
and Teachers, who miniſter in her Holy Offices Th 
deal ſincerely and openly in things appertaininq ful 
to God: Not walking in Craftineſs, nor handling ſer 
the Word of God deceitfully, but by Manifeſtatio ric 
of the Truth commending themſelves to every Aa S0 


Conſcienc 


Authority of 1 JoRN 5. 7. 
Conſcience in the ſight of God. Not by putting 
aſe colours upon what they know they cannot 
juſtify, or ſeeking to.deceive Men in Sacred Mat- 
ters; which being once diſcover'd, weak Minds are 


tion of her Laws. | 

Nothing will tend more to harder Unbelievers 
in their unjuſt Suſpicions and Reproaches, than 
to ſee that no Amendment can be obtain'd upon 
the moſt manifeſt diſcovery of an Error; but that 
neht or wrong, their Teachers and Guides will 
cmmtinue with reſolution, what they find came in 
by Miſtake, What will it avail for honeſt Men 
to fudy and inquire after Truth, when convincing 
Men will not make em reform? As if Refor- 
mation was ſuch an unreaſonable thing, that it 


an't be forſaken with a general Approbation. 

In the Caſe before you, tis too late to conceal 
the Evidence againſt the Text I have treated of: 
it has been long obſerv'd, oft objected, and much 
needs Satisfaction. And if your Lordſhips and the 
Reverend Clergy ſhall pleaſe to inſtruct us, by 
letter Evidence, that there is no wrong done to 
the Text of St. ohn; or, being convinc'd that 
there is, ſhall hereupon promote a juſt Altera- 
tion of this in our printed Books, according to 
al the Greek Manuſcripts, that ſo your People may 


not this upright Method ſhew to the World that 
jou are. fair and ingenuous beyond exception, 


and that you ſeek after Truth in the Love of it ? 


This ſhall convince them that you are their faith- 
ful Guides; which will enable you, in a very 
ſerious and not. far diſtant Hour, with St. Paul, 


pt to think the worſe of Religion, for what is 
zone of her fault, but is acted in a plain Viola- 


were better to continue our Faults, when they 


ſe that, at leaſt, you take it for doubrful; will 


rich and happy in the ineſtimable Treaſures of a 


good Conſcience, to make that triumphant _ 
\ | Rn at 
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That with Simplicity and godly Sincerity, and 3 
with fleſply, or worldly, Wiſdom, by the Grace 
God, you have acted towards the World, and tony, 
„ EDI BD; Ns 
I think I may ſafely add, that what I propyſ 
will greatly ſilence the Cavils of the Anti- xri 
zuriſts, when they object the different Reading, | 


the ſeveral Copies of the New Teſtament, 1 5 
which *tis a very good Anſwer, that rbeſe Die "© 
rences are only in Circumſtances, or in matters * 
very little conſequence to Religion; and wic; 
tis morally impoſſible ſnou'd be otherwiſe, in: (00 
Book ſo oft tranſcrib'd, and in ſo long a Tr“ 
of Time. In other Inſtances 'tis truly ſo; thi 01 
Differences are very ſmall, as Dr. Mill's ColleQot — 
of the various Readings doth abundantly ſhew 10 
But wou'd not this Anſwer be ſomewhat clearet Fat 
and ſtronger, if .juſtice were done to the Te 5 
in the Point 1 have argu'd? 1 know not «iy 
Inſtance which interferes with the aboveſaid e 
ſwer ſo much as this, How ſhall we ſay tb 
this Text is of ſmall conſequence in Religion Te 
which is ſo oft alledg'd by Preachers and WriurMlf” 
as of eminent force in proof a Fundamental Ari © 
ticle of Chriſtianity? Is it not pity we ſhov'd — 
neealeſly lea ve em ſuch an unjuſt Pretence? Weg,, 
it not better to cut off all Occaſion, from them 6 
who ſeek Occaſion to cenſure the Holy Scrij. R 
tures, when we can ſo truly and juſtly do it! 3 
becauſe there really is no difference in the Greet 
Copies, but al of em agree in wanting tig , 


Perſe; ſo that the Objection appears ſtronger | 
than it is, or than it ought to appear. | 


4. Doth not the ſixth Article of our Church 9 
exclude this Verſe from being a part of thoſe g 
Holy Scriptures which ſhe receives? for it tells us, 0 


that by the Scripture ſhe underſtands thoſe Cuno- 
gical Books of the Old and New Teſtament, of whoſt 
: 4 Authority 


a 12 3 5 | 1 
Authority of 1 Joun. 5. 7. 
Authority was never any doubt in the Church, Is 
dot the Caſe the ſame with any part of thoſe 
Books? And will any venture to ſay there ne- 
yer was, Or that at preſent there is not very great 
luubt of this Verſe in the Church? Whereas if 
there be any doubt for it, tis the utmoſt that 
ein be made of Dr. Mills Diſſertation. 
5. Whether in our printed Bibles ſome Words 
ate not quite omitted, or by a ſmaller Character 
nilibly diſtinguiſh'd, as doubtful, for wbich there 


15 is far greater Authority, than for theſe under 
a conſideration? Nay, this is done in this very 


„ of St. John, ch. 2. v. 23. Dr. Auil has 
hown that thoſe Words, He that acknowledges 
the Son, hath the Father alſo; are in ſeveral va- 
luable Capies, and antient Verſians, and in the 
are Farbers, even in St. Cyprian too: and yet not bei 

in many other Copies, the Wiſdom of the Church 
hath mark'd 'em for dubious, to ſhew how cau- 
tious ſhe was there, not to put wrong Or uncer- 
tin Scripture upon her Members. Yet here is a 
ion ert in the ſame. Epiſtle, which has not one 
ter, nay, I think I may truly ſay, has not 
ary of that Authority for it; and which was 
00748 once in the ſame caſe, diſtinguiſh'd by ſmaller 
Ven ar afters, as of leſs certain Authority, from the 
hen ''ginning of the Reformation: and now, the former 
| Caution is withdrawn, this is 'advanc'd into the 
it ank of undoubted Text, whereas the other is left 


n hat we may fairly expect in reaſon ſhou'd be 

done, by ſuch a Text as has nothing, even of that 
ler Evidence, which hath not yet advanc'd the 
arch eber into the undaubted Text. If there:had not 
hoſe been ſome more occaſion for one than for the 
s os, ber, tis poſſible they had both remain'd in the 
e- ie ſtate. Therefore, e 02. e 


me | on 6. It 


ei it was. Which, however, ſe to ſnew us, 


I bt 
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6. It may reaſonably be enquir'd, if there) 
any more Evidence for this Text, ſince the fir 
Reformation? The preſent current Notions « 
the Trinity were receiv'd then as much as ny, 


perhaps more; and yet as Luther wou'd not put 


this into the Text in any Edition of his Germ 
Bible, nor durſt Bullinger take it in, ſo our old 
Bibles in Henry VIII's and Edward VI's time, had 
theſe Words of the ſeventh Verſe, and the words 
in Earth, in the eighth, in ſmall Letters, and 


| ſometimes in a Parentheſis; to ſhew they were 


not to be eſteem'd of the ſame certain Authority 
with the other parts of the Epiſtle, becauſe the 
Manuſcripts wanted em. In Queen Eli aber 
Bible, 1566. I find the ſame; and her latter 
Bibles were the firſ# which tool em in, as they 
now are, between 1566, and 1580. but whether 
by the influence of the Convocation which inter- 
ven'd, I know not. And i it was a dubiouy 
Text then, ſome may ask what further Evidence 
ariſes ſince, to have caus'd this change ? Has any 
antient valuable Greek Manuſcript newly appear'd? 
Yes; the moſt valuable of all, the Alexandria 


— 


Manuſcript, has ſince that time been brought 


among us: but alas! this has added great weight 
to the Evidence againſt it. Beſides, Eraſmus 
Britiſh Copy, and the Complutenſian Teſtament, and 
the Miſtake about Srephens's ſeven Manuſcripts, 


were not underſtood to be ſo void of all weight, 


as nom they appear to be, If the firſt Refor- 
mers then had as much Evidence for it, and 
thought they had more than; we can now 
think we have, and not ſo much to ſay againf 


it as we; and yet they judg'd it but juſt to leave 


it doubtful : how is it that we ſhall juſtify their 
Succeſſors, who have ventur'd upon what they 
dared not to do? o _ 2 


Nay, 


Authority of 1 Jonx 5. 7. 


ee Vay, 1 1 Lord ſbips and the Reverend Clergy 
fire don't think 2 as Text.to be certainly ſpurious, 1 


wou'd hajnbly propoſe, whether it be not moſt 
An | hen whether it be not ſafer 


$0 
0p, 
Put 
ma 


7 0 ? 

lich to be /o? And then whet 

to put it que, than to keep. it in the place tis 
in? Nay, Whether it be not at leaſt dubious ? 


od ad then whether it ought not to be mark'd as 
dad b, for your Peo tes Obſervation ? I beſeech 
rdMjou, let us but obtain /o much as I think your 
and ves will, and as the firff Reformers did ſee to 
ere jolt and reaſonable, or convince us that this 
rity kequeſt 15 PE ſor elſe what remains, but to ſit 
the conn, wood r, and def] air? *Tis but an eaſy 
eb ep, and will be well warranted, to return to 


tterMttar which our fir Reformers wiſely and un- 
they WW blamably did. It can be no reproach to be as 
ther ht to the People as they were; and to return 


ter- gain wich Reaſor,. to ths which has been alter'd | 
brow WP thou Ke n. ng h 
ence I 7. Laſtly, . the great Importance of the ſub- 


et matter of this much-doubted Text, well de- 
krres your moſt impartial Jadgment upon it. 
The Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity is purely de- 


5 


any, 
rd? 
Irian 


ught Re 0 Selates variouſly underſtood by 
icht cr ian, both of the Clergy and Laity; and 


mus ound upon the Members of the Church by very 


and Greful Anathema's, ſcarce any more terrible, ex- 
ripts, Nept that of St. John againſt ſuch as ſhall add to, 

ight, er take from his Writings, Now, fince 'tis to 
efor- e Scriptures that you make appeal for proof 
and ef this Doctrine, and for the right underſtanding 

now ef it; *tis moſt juſt that in ſo ſolemn a matter 

rainſt W's warn your Flocks not to be miſled, by miſ- 

leave Making an unwarranted modern Addition for an 
their N pired Oracle. . 0 | 


they | 
the Words, till their Authority be prov'd : but 
noſt judicious Expoſitors underſtand Theſe Three 


Nay) Aa are 


353 


pretend not to make any Interpretation of 


354 


and current, ſo *tis certain the common Peoy 
| doubted Text in the Bible, in this Controverſ 
rious. Andit is in your Lordſhips and the Clergy 
nuine. | 

People think ſome Branches of the Liturgy ha 


their main Foundation on this one . doubted Tri 


| thee and the Holy Ghoſt ever liveth and teioneth 6 


«4&4 1 


bearing; as Bullinger, Calvin, Beza, and maj 
other, both Proteſtant and Popiſh Writers. 

But let 'em ſignify much or little, in the Con 
troverſy about the philoſophical Nature of th 
Three Perſons ;, yet as they are always likely to! 
drawn into the ſervice of what is moſt preval 


have their eyes upon this, more than on anyy 
And ſo far they muſt be deceiv'd, F it be jy 


power to let 'em know eit, and to refer em 
other Texts, which you can aſſure them are g 
1 753414 3 e iel 


Nor is there any doubt to be made, but t! 


When they hear, Three Perſons and One God, 
the fourth Petition of the Litany; and who 1 


God, in the Dexologies 3 they think nothing iat 15 
New Teſtament ſo like it as this dubious T 
And will you not think it great pity, th Bu 
your People ſhou'd build ſo. weighty things rd 

| ſuch a ſlender Foundation, if your, ſelves Wiſh:iic 
I ſpeak this, becauſe I know not any Ml c,. 
Text that dire&ly or clearly ſays the ſame tbiq Ari. 
viz. that the Father, Word, and Spirit, are 08M, c, 
They are not join'd in one Doxology,. nor inden, 
do I find any given to the Holy Spirit in the M., 
Teſtament, either jointly or ſeparately ; much 7 
is the Spirit ſaid to be one with the Father 
the Son, | read of one Spirit, one Lord, one obi. 
and Father, Eph. 4. but not that theſe Three is 
the One God. And if there be no other um 
which ſays this, *tis not the more likely to , mY 
8 27 1 


Authority" 0 Johr 5. * 355 
en St. John's Saying! here; but the more 7. | 
n to have it inſerted by any who had not \ 
Fades CT oP? 

Whether, upon the whole, eher Paſſage ſhall 

your direion; in oor printed P Books be fairly 

ard and; thark'd as formerly, or better vin- 

ated, 1 knee not: but if gerther of theſe be 

ne, and ite k reachers and Writers {ſtill go on, 
hout due regärd to Fuſtice and their own 

en, 160 urge this as an Authority, after all 

i is ſald to few it has ore 3 1, apprehend, 

re are many underſtandiug Chriſtians oo be 

to think they are nat fairly dealt with. 

And I bope it ſhall not be Shopghe, to. pro- 

d from au want gf due ho neration for 115 
raſhips "and the . ac it an 


cem of the Learning, the Juaęmęnt, —— 


7 dbearty Zea! for our Holy Religion and the 
a, red DN kn which they are perſuaded dwell 
6 th an Engliſh;Convocationz; ſhall excite many af 
th 


People, as well as of the Clergy, to ſome Ex- 

datious in this matter.. 

ſhall only ſet down the. Adyice and Requeſt 

Bugenhap ius, a Lutheran Divine: having ob- 

Vd this Verſe to be put in, without any rea- 

able Pretence of Authority, and having ex- 

imd againſt. it AS an impious bold, Addition ta 

hicred Scripture, and what (he ſays) eſtabliſhes 

Arians Blaſphemy, and therefore ſuſpected was 8 
ir Contri vance; he concludes, * I beſeech the | 
ri and ſuch. Learned Men as arè aiding ta 

n, that when at any time here after they - ſhall re- 

ay T0 Greek Ti eftament, they leuue out Wa; Ade 


* 1 


Obſecrs i ig gitur Chalcographos: & Ecuditos Vieos qui Chal- 
rec. — adſune, © ut cum rurſum poſthac N. Teſt. græcè ex- 
x Te ndum eſt, illam additionem omittant, & ita reſtituant Græea 
Priori integritati & puritati, propter veritatem, ad Yoriam | 
in Expoſit, Jones | : 
Aa 2 dition, 


— _ 


je — — — 


— 
. — os 


356 An Inquiry into the 

dition, and. ſo reſtore the Greek to its former pu 
for the Love of Truth, and the Glory of God. 

With which Requeſt, I humbly hope your 1, 

| ſhips and the Reverend Clergy will ſee great res 

to comply; and the rather, becauſe I am inſt 

ted by a very Great I Prelate (Who was 9 

the Head of ſuch 4 Convocation, and very tend 

of the Church's Honour) That the Church is u 

bound up, that ſhe may not, on juſt, and jan 

| Evidence, reviſe what may in any caſe hav | 

her. Whether this be not one of. the 

$ ſubmitted to your impartial and , diſcerai 


— 


— = —_—_— 

- Vi n 
— ab wha 
— — n 

r 


> 
— — 
= CE _ 


— — 


— — 2 —— — 


3 SS” 
. Eres od 


— 3 


> he an Rant — ae” 
" TI. * 
— — 


8 


= 
— 


m_ 
- ——— * 
” — 4 * 3 247 >” ds 


2 
- — 


1 — ER 
= N e — o 
— 
A y I” I 
—— — 2 


A Poſtſeripr, un Anſwer ro 10e Excuſes of 


to take off the Forte of this Adareſs, 
Am  perſvaded, the Addreſ: have: made 
" np your Lordſhip and the Reverend: Clergy, 
for the Matter of it ſo reaſonable! and nec 
fary, and may with? ſo much good Conſciet 
and Juſtice to Truth be comply d with; the 
am embolden'd again to renew it, with the 
neſtneſs which becomes a matter of ſo gt 
importance to the Honour of our Holy Ri 

r J 

8 It might indeed in your Wiſdom ſeem m 
to wait a while,” to ſee what ceuld be ſaid 
defence of the "Words, which are charg'd to 
an Interpolation of the true and ſacred Tt 
before the Convocation ſnould determine Wi 
to do with them. But fince no Man has 
tempted it to any purpoſe, and all ſeem {i 


* 


— Ly 


+ 4Bp Laud'; Preface againſt Fiſher,” 5 


Authority. of 1 JoRN 5. 7. 

der the Imputation of: ſo 22 a Wrong done 
o the Holy Scripture and the Church of God; 
d ſince I can learn nothing from the Publick, 
iber from the Conuocation or the Preſs, why 
ur common Bibles ſhould not in this place be 
egulated IS to the true Original, as 1 
ne humbly propoſed ; I have inquired in private 
hat any of the Clergy or others have to ſay in 
icuſe of it. And tho I do not think the Re- 
erend Biſhops. or Clergy in Convocation will abide 
jany ſuch ſlender Apologies, - yet for the Satiſ- 
tion of private Perſons, I will ſet them down 
ere, and conſider the Force of them. TOO, 
Excuſe 1. There is no need to urge this mat- 
er any farther, ſay ſome, becauſe this Text is 
wen up already, and is allow'd by Learned Men 
ot to be genuine. | 4 | 
Reſp. Theſe Men do indeed confeſs that th 
Text ought to be given up, as paſt all juſt de- 
ence; but *tis very wrong to ſay, *tis enough 
hat a few learned Men know it. The Bible is a 
wick Book, for the uſe of all, and is tranſlated 
or the uſe of the Unlearned ; and for their Good 
t ſhould be ſet out free from all known Cor- 
ptions, And the Learned, who know this Text 
sto be given up, ſhould honeſtly let the World 
bow it too, who are as much concern'd as they. 
ut tis never given up fairly, till it be left out 
f our printed Copies; nor is it declared to be 
lubious, till it be again mark'd in ſmall Letters. 
let a difference be made between what is given 
Ip, and what is not ſo, leſt ſome think other 


10 ren genuine Texts be given up too, tho they 
* tand unmark'd, ſince this is ſo. But alas! tis 
nas ain to fay 'tis given up, while 'tis read undiſ- 


inguiſh'd in the Church, and urg'd from the 
Upit, in proof of a fundamental Point of Reli- 
don: and while Commentators ſtill deliver it as 


une Aa 3 „ 
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to the true Original of St. John. Which Dr. N. 
tho without anſwering the Arguments again 
and therefore without juſt reaſon, has not feat 

to do, in his late Expoſition of this Epiſtle; 2 

vet he is one who has appear'd in the Contr 

verſy this Text relates to, and has had the! 


An Inquiry into tbe 


their Opinion that *tis genuine, and accord 


guments agaiuſt its Genuineneſs laid before hi 
in Dr. Clarke's Letter to him, and therefore oup 
to have conſider'd this matter, and if he cou 
to have anſwer'd the Arguments that lie agait 
bare Alen 
Excuſe 2. Others ſay, the Words may ſtand | 
they do, becauſe if St. John has not: ſaid the Wit 
yet other Texts ſay the ſame thing. | 
- Reſp. Tis not ſo; as has been ſaid altea 
p- 354. 1 never found any ſeriouſly pretend to 
only that they could. by conſequence infer t 
like, as they imagin'd, and others deny it. A 
. muſt a doubtful Conſequence of one Text 
thruſt into another part of Scripture as expr 
Text? What Scripture ſhall we have at this 


8 * 


92 


if every Church or Party may put their diſq fer 
table Inter pretations into the Sacred Text? no 
may think Three. Infinite Minds to be proved vi. 
good conſequence (as they imagine) from ſo de 
Texts; others that Three Infinite Modes are . 
three Perſons, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit: n 
this be put into the Text therefore, viz, AM" 


theſe Three Infinite Minds are one, or theſe t. 
Infinite Modes are one? I ſee not but the fat 
Apology as well would ſerve them, as it does 
the preſent caſe. We are not ſeeking what oth 
_ may imply, but what St. John has expre 

ald. | Vʒwhc‚wnñ 25 
Excuſe. 3, Others ſay, that St. Cyprian ( 
Whoſe miſtaken Authority, the Cauſe has chit 
. reſted hitherto) does however own. the * 
˖ 


eſe Words, if he did not find them in the Text; 
ſince he makes it the Interpretation of the next 

ords, in which he judg'd St. ohn to have ſaid 
he ſame in effet. | 


that the Vater, Blood, and Spirit, might be ac- 


Olltn 
he Neommodated to the Father, Son, (for he does not 
e ii the Word) and Spirit? Shall St. Cyprian's 


ittle Fancy be put into the Text ? Is St. Cyprian's 
Authority as good as St. John's? I enquire what 
St, John has ſaid, and theſe Men tell me only 
what Cyprian ſays. If Cyprian had any good Rea- 


Witneſſes, in the. next words, I hope they will 
ſtill be heard when produced; and ſo long as 
this Text, about the Mater, Blood, and Spirit, 
ſands undoubted, there will always be this Proof 
of the Trinity in Unity, left ſafe and ſound for 
the Followers of St. Cyprian, in all the clearneſs 
and ſtrength it had in St. Cyprian's time. But 


xprWMthcn let it only be proved from theſe genuine 
sta Words of St. John, and let not the ſuppos'd In- 
difference be thruſt into the Text, to make it paſs 


Soi more current; ſince a human Inference may 
ed Wi vith modeſty be queſtion'd, when a Divine Ora- 
ſos cle is immediately aſſented to as ſacred. 


Excuſe 4. Laſtly, Some think it beſt to have 
it paſs for the Printer's Fault, in omitting to put 


A tbe Words in ſmall Letters as was uſual, with- 
cut as 88 . | 
(al Ke /p. But are not the Reverend Biſhops and 
oes if the Clergy the Overſeers both of the Church 


and of the Sacred Depoſitum of the Holy Scrip- 
tures, that they be kept undepraved, for the 
Edification of their Flocks ? Have they not had 
time ſafficient, theſe -hundred Years and more, 
to eſpy this Fault, and to amend it? Nay, 
tis plain they have approv'd it, for 'tis read 


Reſp. What if St. Cyprian did ſuppoſe ſo, Vit, 


bus for ſuch an Interpretation of the three 
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has been reviſed and:amended by the new Tran. 
lators, ſince this Interpolation crept in; and 


an Inquiry which 1 humbly hope your Lordſty; 


_ earneſt Deſires of the very * Laity, will by an 


be content with the Sacred Text, as God and 


have it amended, better to ſuĩt their own Schemes 


right, but I hate every falſe Way. 


very learned Critick, a Member of the Lower Houſe, Dr. Bent- 


An Inquiry into the 
in the Church as Sacred Text; *tis oft preachd 
on, and alledg'd in proof even of what is ac. 
counted the moſt fundamental Article of the 


69 
Chriſtian Faith. Add to this, that our Bible 


yet they have continu'd it as it was. So that 
I think the Fault is taken off from the Pyn. 
ters; and where it ought next to be laid, i; 


and the Reverend Clergy, in Faithfulneſs to your 
Flocks, and in Love to the Truth, and at the 


effeQual and timely Amendment of the Miſtake, 
wholly ſuperſede as needleſs; that inſtead of 
ſuch poor Excuſes and Evaſions, Men may be 
taught honeſtly to confeſs the Truth, and to 
his Holy Spirit gave it, rather than defire to 


and Fancies. 
. Pſalm 119. 128. I eſteem all thy Precepts to be 


———— 


— 


* See the Layman's Addreſs to the Biſhops and Clergy, 
pag. 18. We flatter'd our ſelves, ſome or other of your 
Learned and moſt Venerable Order would have given an 
Anſwer to that Inquiry; (i. e. into 1 John ;. 7.) but inſtead 
of that, we have of late been alarm'd with Reports that a 


ley, Maſter of Trinity-College, being an Archdeacon, is upon 
an Edition of the Greek Teſtament, and intends to omit that 
Text, And we ſee nothing in defence thereof, but a ſhort 
Letter written on that occaſion to the Doctor, by a La) 
man. This therefore we humbly pray may be taken into 


Conſideration, 
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Dr. BE NN E Ts New Theory of the 
Trinity, Examin d: 


OR SOME 
CONSIDERATIONS 
ON HIS 

DiscouRsE of the Ever- 
bleſſed Trinity in Unity; 
W „ 

His Examination of Dr. CLARREs 
1 of the Trinity. 


— “ 


Egregie Axiſtoteles ait, nunquam nos verecundiores eſſe 
debere, quam cum de Diis agitur.—- quanto magis-— 
cum de Deorum Natura diſputamus, ne quid temere, 


ꝛent- ne quid i mpudenter, aut ignorantes aſſi me mus, aut 
upon ſcientes mentiamur? Sen. Nat. Quæſt. 1.7. c. 30, 
that | | 


ai e r r er ere 


* 


. : * 75 
* * 


p 


e 


S 


97 
* 


Ke. of Ls fs. 


&|2 q 
65 ET 


T-H E, 


INTRODUCTION. 


GS T1 would be ſomething ſtrange, if this 
{Sd Book, of ſo fam'd an Author as Dr. 
8096 Bennet; à Book of ſo long Expecta- 
tion, and ſo deliberate a Birth; on 
ſo important a Subject as the Holy 
Trinity, and againſt ſo celebrated a Writer, and 
eminent a Divine as Dr. Clarke; ſhoald paſs in 
the World without any notice. One great Queſ- 
tion, I find, has been, from which Quarter an 
Anſwer would firſt come; whether from thoſe 
againſt whom, or from thoſe for whom tis pre- 
tended to be written. 1 who know not the In- 
tentions of any other in this matter, do adven- 
ture to give freely my own Thoughts of his 
Performance, which, 1 confeſs, contains in it 
ſomething new. | . 
For, tho the Subject of the Holy Trinity, and 
the Divinity of our bleſſed Saviour, has with 'ſuf- 
ficient Boldneſs been teaz'd and tortured by 
the Schoolmen, and wrought into great variety 
of fine Schemes; yet, it ſeems, 1 has 
„ 5 | | cen 
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à Doctrine 


e 
4a Ce 
* 8 
. : * i . 
e 


* . 
Lee 30" he I 


A Examination of 
been left for the Scholaſtick Genius of Dr. Bennet 


to ſupply: and ſtill, I apprehend, none of em 


all will ſatisfy; and no wonderf For 
Tho it may not be hard to underſtand what 


we find of tbeſe Subjects in the Scriptures them. 


felves; yet when Men think they muſt adjuſt 
the Scripture-Accounts to obſcure Eccleſiaſtical 
Terms and Phraſes, which lie very craſs thereto, 
this requires a buſy Invention to find out, or 
handſomly to frame ſome Scheme, that may 
at leaſt ſeem to take in both the Scriptures, and 
the prevailing Eccleſiaſtical Notions : and if vh!ſe 
can never kindly agree ito the ſatisfaction of 
fober Chriſtians, then they muſt try another 
Scheme, and ſo on, unto wearineſs; till Men can 
learn the Wiſdom. to be content with the 
Plain antient Creeds, and leave out all the modern 


Inconſiſtent Additions that give them ſo much 
trouble. 5 


Chriſtianity, or Chriſt crucified, was originally 
of great Simplicity; but to the Greeks 
this was Fooliſhneſs, Thoſe grand Sophiſts and 


inquiſitive Diſputers of the Age, required ſome- 


thing more profound and ſublime, ſome towr- 


ing Speculations, and puzzling Metaphyſicks, 


with pompous Words and Dreſs, which might 
be above the vulgar Underſtanding, and give 


the Men of Philoſophy an opportunity to ſhew 


Their diſtinguiſh'd Genius in unravelling and ex- 


. Plaining em. But that Feſus of Nazareth, whom 


God anointed with the Holy Spirit, to go about ans 
do good, was crucify'd for our Sins, and roſe again; 
thro whom we have acceſs to the Father, by one 


Spirit This was ſach a plain unaffedded Narra- 


tive, that they could not eaſily make it ſerve 
their Pride and Vanity. "This, alas, is a Gol- 
pel the Poor may underſtand ! and let them te- 
ceive it! but the Haughtineſs of the Philo 
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n pier affected ſomething more abſtruſe and my- 


4 
5 


Dr. Benn 


g 
7 


em ſterious. at . e BY 
So that it mult be obſerv'd, the Pride. of Regs 
bat n, which hinder d theſe: Men from believing in 
m. Chriſt, did not lie in refuſing to ſubmit their Faith 
cal Reaſon 3, but, on the contrary, it lay in a proud 
to, Affectation of ſwelling Words and ꝓhiloſophick 
or Mysteries, and in not humbling their Vader- 
y ſtandings to receive a plain Goſpel, and familiar 
1nd Doctrine: which, igſtead of fubtile abſtracted 
ſe Speculations, affords indeed a wonderful Myſtery, 


— on 4 


of but of Practical Influence, to excite Love, Gra- 
ber i titude, and devout Obedience; 1viz. a Myſtery 
en of the great Loving -kindneſs of God, in ner 
the ſparing his own Son, and of the. anſæarchable Riches 
ern of Grace in Jeſus Chriſt, in humbling bimſelf {ſa 
ich low, in Life and Death, on ſo: compaſſionate a 
Deſign, as the Salvation of miſerable Sinners: 
ly WY this is the Myſtery: the Apoſtles magnify. and re- 
cks Wl commend to Chriſtians, which the Poor may 
ind WI underſtand: and-improve;.and not a Myſtery of 
me- unintelligible Words, of philoſophical Paradoxes 
u. ror ef Eſences, aud conſubſtantial,  Hypoſtaſes, 
ks, Circum-inceſſiens. and. Communication. of Idioms, &c. 
zbt I Too. much of thi 


; much of this came in, when the, Pride of 
ve Wl Philoſophy made Me aſham'd.of. the primitive 
en Simplicity, of the, Goſpel z how. far the Author, 
ex- of the Book L haye under Examination, has con- 
hom tributed his Endeavour to recover this primi- 
and tive Simplicity, L leave the Reader to judge: 
in; Wl while yer 1 can. truly eſteem, and reſpect him, 
one for his valyable. dies, for his. induſtrious 
ra- Application of Mind, to an Examination and 
rve Wl Inquiry into the. important Matters of our Chriſ- 
ol- WM tian Religion; and for divers other worthy 
4 Qualities; viz = R OD | 
o- „ 
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Age. Hie is ſo ſenſible of the 


in this World, by Artifice, Shift and Colluſion; 
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An Examination of 
1. Particularly for his Civility and Candor to- 
wards his Adverſary, whom he has opnoſed in 
an amicable calm manner; not with rude Re. 
proaches, and perſecuting Fury, but with a great 
deal of good Temper, and good Manners : and if 
a few ſmart Cenſures are dropt, now and then, 


they are laid on ſoftly and tenderly, as with a 


1 know indeed be oppoſed one, whoſe great 
Abilities, and well-known Excellencies are ſuch, 


that no Man, with any good Grace, could have 


treated bim with" either Auger or Scorn : but 
ſtill I believe better of Dr. Feunet's Diſpoſition, 
than to thiak he had any Inclination to it. 
2. For his feſolute Contempt of thoſe falſe 


degenerate Minds are led captive into Ertor, 
or loſe the Praiſe of it, if it 'fhonld be into 
Truth; viz. all human Deciſions, by Councils or 
Churches Authority, when their Judgment is not 
ble to the- Holy Scriptufes. lu this caſc 
agreeal Holy Scriptures. In this caſ 
he has aſſerted *the' true Chriftizn Liberty of 
judging for himſelf, and oppoſing others; and 
ſpeaks as if he had the Courage and Honeſty 
to oppoſe the moſt triump Ar of bis 

ie'atfrafife Charm: 
of Truth, that let her be called Sabelian or So- 
cinian, or by any ugly Name whatever, it ſhall 
not affright him from being her open Advocate. 
And indeed, her Price is far above that of Rubies, 
and happy ir the Man that findeth ber. 
3. For his zealous Profeſſion of Integrity, ex- 
citing others to act honeſtly and openly,” ac- 
cording to their Judgments ; and not to uſe. 
Arts of ' Diſguiſe and Hypocriſy in Sacred Mat- 
ters: for ſo I underſtand him in thoſe excel- 
lent words, Whatever little Ends may be ſerved 


yes 
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yet nothing but the moſt unbiaſs'd Integrity in our 
Conduct here, can prevent. our - 8 * 
hereaſtere s. 2% | W 
aden things 1 greatly praiſe Him, Ab wor- 
thy of Imitation, And if I cannot ſo much com- 
nend his Notions, - as-worthy to--be-receiv'd by 
Chriſtians z I ho 


evince that it is for this good Reakon: viz. That 


they are the Reſult of Imagination, more than * 


Evidence. 
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EXAMINATION 


Of the Reverend 


Dr. BxexnxzT's New Then, 


e, AY: — 


Cr poſe fqur Things in relation to 


ern & 


+ "IJ : 


+ To ſhew what Texts of Scripture 
he diſcharges from that hard Service 
againſt the Arians and Secimant, which ſo mat) 
have long and unjuſtly. preſs'd them into, 
II. To examine his new Notion of the Quieſcen 
of the W OR D, which he ſuppoſes to be di- 
tin& from Chriſt's Rational Soul, and by which 
he thinks to anſwer ſome Texts and Argu- 


ments, which are urged againſt the ſupreme 
Self-exiſtent Deity of Jeſus Chriſt; 


III. To conſider the Strength of thoſe few remain- 

ig Texts, which he has reſerv*d as his only 

Defence in this Cauſe : To which I have added 

an Appendix concerning the Deity of the Hily 
Ghoſt, Oo 


01 
LL Il 


0 ot a d 1 ; 
Dr. Bennet's New Theory, 369 


IV, To make ſome general Obſervations upon his 
New Theory, and Scheme of the Trinity in Unity, 
as containing very great Abſurdities —— _ 


CHAP. I, 


Begia with a brief Repreſentation of thoſe 
| Texts and Arguments upon them, which the 
Doctor owns have no Force in them to prove the 
Supreme Deity of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, after 
all the ſtir which ſome have made about them ; 
ſhilſt they have been afraid to part with any one P. 21. 
Argument that has been urged in favour of Orthodoxy 
by their Predeceſſors in Controverſy. 155 

As for that remarkable Text, Phil. 2. 6. Who 
being in the form of God, thought it not robbery to be 
equal with God; he ſpends his whole Seventh 
Chapter in an elaborate and judicious Confuta- 
tion of thoſe who interpret this of Chriſt's Di- 
ine Nature; and frankly concludes, that Sr. Paul 
s ſo far from teaching (in this remarkable Paſſage) 
that the Divine Nature of our Lord Feſtus Chriſt is 
nferior to the ve God, that he does not, therein, 
ſpeak one Syllable of bis Divine Nature, but only 


ſcenct f bis Human Nature. So that being in the Form 
: dil- C, and equal to God, he allows, may and muſt 
hich {Perce to Chriſt's Human Nature only. 

\rgu- Ala the next Chapter, he throws up, at once, all 


be Arguments taken from the Goſpel-Hiſtory of 
ur Sæviour's Life, Actions, and Doctrine; with 


nain- WE profeſſed Deſign to prove this Propoſition, vix. 
only WW! hat during the time of our Saviour's Miniſtry, the 
dded D ſciples did not believe he was any thing more than 
Holy Wi ere Man, conducted and aſſiſted by the Spirit of 


d: And tells us, pag. 94. That as there us not in 
. DS; > 


370 


9 


=” etre f 
all the New Teſtament one. Paſſage, which implies 1 


Diſciples believed him to have had any Divine M. 6 
ture during his Miniſtry : fo *tis very remarkall; that 
(lays. the Doctor) that the whole Courſe of our 5, 7 
viour s wonderful Actions affords no Proof, nor ey the 
the ſmalleſt Intimation of his having any Divine Natur 6 
at all ;, viz. | ple, 
1. Not his knowing the Thoughts of Merl ? 
Hearts; and therefore he anſwers to ſuch Ter * 
as John 2. 24, 7H Fohn 16. * and ſuch like E t 
Preſſions. 11 
2. Nor his A caſting out Devils, and ob 
railing the Dead; ſince the Diſciples did the vi p 
fame things in every kind; as he ſays, pag. lol. lf th 
3. Nor his taking on him to forgive Sn i 
Mar. 9. 2, 5- which he grants a mere Man may d 5 
if God pleaſes, whatever the Jews pretended 1 2. 
gainſt it. 19 
4. Nor his conferring on others a Power t : | 
Work Miracles: Mat. 10. 1. * 
Next, he goes on to conſider what Things o 
Lond ſaid of himſelf, which many take to p 
Proofs of his Divine Nature given to his Diſc "mn 
ples; but indeed were not ſo, viz.. - 
1. Not his ſaying, he came down from Heaven. | 
2. Nor his having Glory with the Father before! 4 
1 was, John 17 _ 


— 


Nor his . himſelf the only begotten $ 10 

of God. John 5. 16, 18. which he ſays did aa: 
diſcover that he had a any Divine Nature at al 
p-g- 109. being only on the account of his bei 
Man, pag. 162, | 
4. Nor his ſaying, J n my Father are u. 
Tohg 10. 30. the ſame Phraſe expreſling the Uni 19 


between Chriſt and his Diſciples. IX 55 
5. Nor in ſaying, As the Father knoweth me, | br 


know the Father; — 10. 15. 
6. Ne Win 


( \ EA a K 6 
— . MM, 
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. Nor in thoſe Words, John 14. 7—11, He 

1 that hat h ſeen me, bath ſeen the Father. 

l 7. Nor in thoſe, John 5. 19. Mhatſoever things 
4 = | 


the Father doth, theſe alſo doth the Son. 


we, Mar. 1 2. 6. 


4 the Father hat h; John 5. 26. Wo 
11, Or that all things that the Father bath are mine, 
lohn 16. 15. i | 
12. Nor in ſaying, that he ſhould raiſe the Dead 
t the Day of Fudgment, John 6. 40. | 
Of all theſe Declarations, ( the DoQor ſays ) 


nicht have been made by him; tho he had been 
othing more than a mere Man, conducted and 
ſited by God's Spirit, p. 116. So that for any 
bing argued from theſe Texts, the Doctor plain» 
j implies, he might not have had any divine Na- 
ure perſonally united to his Manhood at all, 

In like manner he grants, that John 3. 31. 
ere the Baptiſt ſays of Jeſus, He is above all 3 


n Son, who is in the Boſom of the Father; and 
ole, John F. 17. where he calls God, iS g, 
whence the Jews falſly inferred, that he made 


Human Nature; and ſo is the Character of 


u, Col. 1. 1 5. See pag. 170. The ſame he ſays, 
g. 173. of thoſe Expreſſions, the Heir of all 
"gs, the Brigbtneſs of his Father's Glory, and the 
Jreſs Image of his Perſon, or Subſtance ; Heb. 1. 2. 


Nets, John 5. 22, 23. Foretelling, he ſays, bis re- 
6 Ne fung of religious —— 5 Mat. 18. 20. foretel- 
; 4 | 


8, Nor in ſaying, he was greater than the Tem- 


5. Nor, that he was Lord of the Sabbath, Ver. 8. 
10. Nor in ſaying, he had Life in bimſelf, even 


hey might have been made ftrialy true, and 


d thoſe Words, John 1. 18. The only-begot= . 


0 k imſelf equal to God) are all applicable to 
e Image of God, and the Frſt- born of the Crea- 


Of all Chriſt's Declarations during bis Miniſtry, | 
e Doctor reſerves to himſelf only theſe three 


2 ling 


371 


— * Ie - = = 
— _— * 


5 <<. — 7 2 


EI 
— 


N. 
- — A 
a my . . 


2 — 2 %Y 8 2 5 2 * 
CI TE OE Ws 2 
- p 42 222 


* 2 


8 
2 — 3 
— : — wo. 3 


— — 


TEN 


2 2 ** 
— . ͤ ——— —— 5 AL. 


x 
na — RE. 
ride — ot - I —_ 4 — 0 . — e «E 
m—_— 5 14 Jeon 2 222 ar” — EY CE £52 X* x * — — — 1 — — 
- # 2 — — - — . 2 © 7 n - 
. — 2 5 i” * - — - — © - — Ix) — 22. = . Whats - 
- — — — 8 1 — —— — — — T — _ 52 7 7 * — 2 4 — = — 2 8 2 = : A 
>; S d. ; - - 8 1 — — 2 — — Alf _ 
F ; = 47 Lo + a 2 6 2 43 8 — —.— £ 7; - a 9 3 : * . 32. _ * - — — Es — 12 22 —L > 
1 5 . ; 7 * 7 * 2 = A 4 — > . 
* 2 e 2 54 — wt” "6 — © 8 7 2 — DE ca * 4 — 22 2 > y - — — oO - = . 
— | Oe 4 - 4.4 — . 2 2 * — — - — = * > by - — A 
2 _ 4 S — 4 . at 7 — * — — 2 * 128 — Low = a = 
2 rs o The bow ls EE ae Ig Ao Mo CC —_—_. + -- rue. - — — — —— — 2 MY - a> 8 7 © Nuh — + Sow. = - 2 


0 — : . * ——— 7 — 
Poa Err ING A — =p 
* 5 A — . c 


bg 


33 


k 


* An Examination of -- 
ling bis Preſence with his Diſciples after his Aſcenſuy, 
and laſtly, John 14. 13, 14. Aſſuring them he my, 
anſwer their Prayers. He grants that theſe (an 
perhaps there may. be others ſuch) did hint and in 

ply our Lord's having a Divine Nature; but the that 
tis becauſe he ſuppoſes this Myſtery revealed t 
us other ways: and ſo the Meaning of thoſe De 
clarations becomes clear to them who believe j 
| before-hand, for other Reaſons, and bring th er. 
pre-conceiv'd Meaning with them to the Te; 
But he does not think the Diſciples took the etc 
P. 117. foreſaid Hints, Nay, on the contrary, he fas 
P. 118. our Lord's having a divine Nature, was what th 
leaſt ſuſpected, and would have been moſt ſhoc h d ut. 
I may add ſeveral other common Topicks whict 
Joh. 2-19. he recedes from, viz. from Chriſt's raiſing himſe 
when dead, which he allows to be done by th 
human Soul, pag. 149. So from his judging th 
World, which the Diſciples knew - of, and ye 
little thought of his having any divine Nature 
pag» 155. and from his being an Object of religi 
- ous Worſhip, pag. 29. and laſtly, from the Forn 
of Baptiſm, where the Son betokens (he ſays p. 211 Wa! 
the Man Chriſt, And now from hence I only in 
Iiir ine noe oil 

(1,) That without believing or ſuſpecting an 
Divine Nature in the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, we ms 
have ſuch a Faith as was acceptable in the Diſd 
ples, even ſuch Faith as that for which our 8 
Mat. 16. viour pronounced St, Peter Bleſſed, telling him i 
7 had that right Knowledge of him the Son, whicl 
' Fleſh and Blood had not reveal d, but was the pam 

cular Favour of God to him; and that unleſs v 
have higher and clearer Evidence of his having! 
Divine Nature, than they who knew him an 
converſed ſo long and intimately with him, tht! lids 
had, we are as excuſahle, in not. believing it; 4 

they were. . | | 
+. es 0 2. 


Dr. Bennet New Theory. 

(2) L infer, that *tis not the Baptiſmal - Creed or 
rinity, that the Doctor contends for againſt Dr. 
ark, or others; for he acknowledges with them, 


that in the Form of Ba ptiſ| m, (viz. into the Name of 


the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit) the Father, or firſt 
of that Trinity, implies all that is the one ſelf-exiſ- 


ever is ſaid to be the Father of the Mord, or of 
any Perſon 1n the Divine Nature :) that the Son 
betokens the Man Chriſt, a Being diſtinct from 


n ſignify through the whole Goſpel, I ſee then 
no diſagreement in the Doctor with Arians, at 
caſt not with Socinians; their Baptiſmal Trinity 
which our Creeds are built upon) and his, is juſt 
the ſame: he indeed imagines another interior 
Trinity in the Father, or Firſt of this Trinity; 


that again, and ſo have a Trinity of Trinities: 
ut the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, into which 
Trinity we are baptized, are, I find, not the 
matter of diſpute with him; and yet ! dare ſay, 
moſt People thought the Controverſy lay there; 
and that if there be another Trinity in the Father, 


tized into that interior. Trinity, ſince no notice 
is taken of it there. And as the honeſt Chriſtian 
nay be eaſy and glad to find this Point agreed, ſo 
preſume, that as the Doctor bath granted his 
Adyerſaries this Baptiſmal Trinity, they, in re- 
turn, ſhall not oppoſe his Philoſophical Triaity 
of Modes, or Powers, and Operations, in the 
Father, if he will not impoſe it on them as the 


dcripture-Trinity. Let me then beſpeak both 


des in Moſes's courteous Words, Te are Brethren, 
phy do ye wrong one to another? 7 DD 


Let none think 1 intend, by this Enumeration 
of the Texts, by him freely ſurrender'd to the 
1 S313 7 | Adver- 


tent God, (who is uſually ſtiled the Father, and . 211. 


he very God: And that thus the Father, and the 


i 
5 * 8 * 
= ” Eno 


and may, if he. pleaſes, another, in the firlt of 


ad if the Word be one in it, yet we are not bap- 
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Ad ver ſaries, in the leaſt to upbraid him With any 


rally apply'd to the Proof of Chriſt's ſupreme Dei 
to get rid of them, by interpreting them of Chrif? 


of Gloceſter, who had made the like Interpretz 
tion) ſays, he had given away moſt of the princp, 


An Examination of 


Deſign to betray the Trinitarian Cauſe; for what 
ever be the real Conſequence, I am well ſatisfy 
of his hearty Zeal: to defend it: but he has tos 
much Sagacity to be impoſed on by Texts unnaty 


ty, which he judges will prove juſt the contrary 
and was conſtrain'd to throw them up, and glx 


human pre-exiſting Soul: tho, I remember, thi 
late Dr. Sherlock (writing againſt the late Biſhop 


— 


Proofs of our Saviour's Deity. 


e eee 
oo | . f 

E tha! 

5 . in 

W A M next to examine the Doctor's new N be! 


tion of the Ouieſcenceof the WORD, Ch. 
by which he thinks to anſwer ſome Texts au 
Arguments which are urged againſt the ſupreme 
Deity of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and without 
which he acknowledges they cannot be anſwer'd 
and inſinuates this for a Proof of the Truth ol 
his Notion  Pag. 128. POT IL £0) 

His Notion of the Quieſcence of the WORD 
is this, That the Word (tho perſonally united tt 
the Man Chriſt Jeſus) did not communicate any tx 
traordinary Influence to him, more than ro other Mor- 
tals; i. e. no more than if there had been no ſuc 
Union at all: inſomuch, that none of his Diſc 
ples could perceive any Sign of ſuch a perſonal 
Union, from any thing he did or- ſaid, during 
his whole Miniſtry, till after his Reſurrection: 
but that he was wholly under the Conduct — * 
1 e 1 LY 01 


* 


* 
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au oy Spirit. By this he hopes to defend him- 
gef againſt ſome Texts urged by his Adver- 
fries 3 particularly that of the Son's not knowing 
to: Day. of Judgment: and indeed againſt all the 
tu reat Prejudices that muſt needs be raiſed againſt 
Dei rde Doctrine of our Lord's ſupreme Deity, from 
ye Non- appearance, or no Evidence of it, ia 
zu te whole Courſe of his Life and Doctrine. To 


this he anſwers, true; but tho his Divine Na- 


the ture did not appear, yet it was united to him, 
o only it lay as ſtill and ſilent as if not ſo: and be- 
eta cauſe his Oppoſers will ſay, this is but a Pretence, 
ma ad that if there was ſuch an Union, it would 


not be without ſome ſuitable Effects, or to no 
purpoſe; therefore he labours to conſtrain them 
too, on their own Principles, to admit this Qui- 
eſcence of the Word, in their Notion of it. 

la the firſt place he takes it for a certain Truth, 
that our Lord Jeſus had two intelligent Natures 
in him united to his Body (otherwiſe, if there 


No be but one, he has proved that cannot be the ſelf- 
. exiſtent God, but pre- exiſtent Soul.) He knows 
„au this touches not at all the Socinians, who aſſert 
ren bat one intelligent Being in our Saviour's Perſon 3 


hou 
TW 
th of 


nor much-thoſe Arians, who ſuppoſe the WORD 


they are two diſtin Beings, tho he would fain urge 
it upon him, as well as on the Arians, that they 
mult grant it (as a Conſequence of the high Cha- 


RD 
d I 


to be the Soul of Chriſt, or the Soul to be the 
Word: nor doi find that Dr. Clark has ever ſaid, 


nder they give the Logos or Word) that it can- 
Mar- not be the Soul of the Man Chriſt Jeſus, if he 
focht was a Man in ſuch Senſe as other Men are. But 
Diſc vithout inquiry into the Philoſophical Notion of 
ſonal : Man, whether any rational Spirit united and 
bring limited to, and ſympathizing with ſuch an orga- 


tion! 
f the 
Hol 


Med Body as ours, does not truly become a 


Man, or be of anot her Species; I think his way 
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mony, that the Vord and rational Soul are two; 


2. 171. 45 


P. 173, 


er moſt fairly may be underſtood of his human Na- 


own Aſſertions, ſuperior to all created Beingy 


and God's Vicegerent; and that the whole Creation 


lofty as any thing ſaid by the Arians of the 


An Examination of 
of reaſoning does not make out the Conſequena if 
pretended in his third Chapter. For as the Doc. uo. 
tor cannot prove againſt *em by any direct Teſt. 


any more than that Jeſus and Chriſt denote two 
Perſons 3 ſo neither does his Reaſoning extort 
an Acknowledgment of it from 'themſe}ves, 3d 
he imagine. 5 Od eee oj 

His main, if not his whole Argumentfor this, rh. 
1s, That Dr, Clarke, and alſo the Aria, alloy be 
the Word to be ſuperior to all created Bring 
whatever; and that all were made by him, and 
call it a divine Nature. But what then? Is not 
the Man Chriſt Jeſus, according to the Doctor 


whatever, having all Power in Heaven and Earth 
given to him? Does he not tell us, That te 
Man Chriſt Feſus is the firſt-born of all the Crea- 
tion? I. Becauſe his Soul was created before all 
other Creatures. 2. Becauſe he is nom in poſſeſ- 
fron of the Jus Primogeniti (or Right of Primo- 
geniture) which the divine Nature is incapable of 
receiving, being the Governor of all created Beings, 


is at his Command. Theſe things, he ſays, mut, 


ture only; with many more ſuch high Characters 
of the Man (or human Soul of) Chriſt. Now 
I appeal to any one, if this be not as high and 


Word; at leaſt that need be ſaid by 'em, ) in 
maintenance of their great Article. They don't 
make him in Power and Honour ſuperior to 
all Creatures, in a greater degree than the Doc. 


tor makes Chriſt's human Soul now to be; and f 
therefore 'tis no Argument againſt the Mord“ L. 
being a Spirit of the ſame kind, in that he was n 


thus ſuperior, as one of the {ame kind wm 
| N Tbat 
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art Mind which has ſuch tranſcendent Glories 
-o, ſurely was naturally as capable of great 


Glory before: and he who is now God's Mi- 
iter (or Vicegerent, as he often terms the Man 
Chriſt Jeſus) in governing and judging the whole 
Creation, was as capable, for ought that he has 
aid, to be a ſubordinate Miniſter in the Forma- 
tion of it, And that human Soul (rather Mind) 
which, in its Separation from the Body of Chriſt, 
he grants, might be endued (pag. 149.) with a 
miraculous Power of raiſing himſelf from the 
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ms | lk 
nd bead, as well as he had before raiſed others, ; 48 
ot night, 1 conceive, by the like .divine Power, Ak 
rs Wiſe the firſt Adam out of the Duſt alſo into 1 


ves Wife: And 1 think, to give Life is the nobleſt 
Part of the Creation. But yet neither this nor 
the other, does neceſſarily give one the Domi- 
nion, or make him God, over them he has mi- 
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e- ' 
al Woiſterially raiſed, fince the Apoſtles were with- | 
ſeſ. out this Dominion, nene 12578 


The Doctor indeed pretends the Word, or 


no- 
de rational Spirit, thro which, according to his 
7 Oppoſers, all things were formed, muſt be eſſen- 


naly ſuperior to all; and that the Power and 


, dom manifeſted in the Creation, muſt be eſ- 

Na- rial ro the great Architect of the Univerſe. To P. 15. 
ters ubich 1 anſwer, moſt certainly infinite Power ang 
low WW Wiſdom are eſſential to the Great Architect, and 

and Maſter-Builder, or Creator of the World; even 

the o the God and Father of our Lord Jeſus, and 

ia of all things elſe. But as I know not ithe 

] gs elle. But as I know not that either 


Arians, or any primitive Chriſtian Writers, ever 


to {Wzdrentured to give the Character of great Archi- 
Joc % of the Univerſe to Jeſus Chriſt, chuſing ra- 
and tber, with the ſacred Writings, to fay in ſofter john 1. 3. 
rds I Language, that chro him God created all, and Eph. 2. 9. 
was reſerving the abſolute Title of Creator of the kleb. 1. 2 
i Unverſe, to another, viz. the God and Father - 

Dat 9 


378 


of the Word: fol ſee not, that the eſſential o; 
tive Power either of Miracles, or Creation 
Crhich are much the ſame) is at all require 
in ſuch ſubordinate Miniſters, who do all bya 
communicated Power from him who as jy 
them. Tis enough that this Fulneſs is in the 
original Source and Fountain; the Channel i 
well ſupply'd with derived Streams. No mor, 
in ſhort, needs be eſſential to him, by whon 


God is pleaſed to form and frame all, than tg 


that human, Soul, by which, as the Doctor grants 


be governs all. So that the Superiority of the 
Word, to all created Beings, binders not its be- 


ing the Soul of Chriſt; which for its immediate 
Production, and the Hongur of being the Firſt: 
born of the Creation, and. for the Dignity and 
Authority conferred by God, bas been tiled 
God, and: a divine Nature, by them who be 
lieve him not to be the ſelf-exiſtent indepen- 
dent God, as the Doctor profeſſes his Belief ty 
dat, VV 
The Doctor further argues, on the other 
hand, againſt the Word's being the Soul of Chriſt, 
from the. Miſeries and Temptations. he felt: 
which he thinks, the ond, under ſuch high Che 


racters, could not poſſihly be ſabject to. If the 


ſuperior Excellencies of the Word don't male 
it impoſſible. to be Chriſt's Soul, he will have 
the Imbccillities and Trouhles of that Soul. ren- 
der it inconſiſtent with being the Word; ſo that 
both ſhall: not be one and the ſame Mind, He 
ſays, The Maker and Former af all Things, who ii 
effentially ſuperior to all. created Beings, cauid nut 


be tempted, &c. But this being grounded on the 


ſame Miſtake of à neceſſary ; elſeatial, Superio- 


©, rity ſuppoſed, has its anſwer, in what 1 have 
already ſaid, and may be farther : conſidered 


when I come to meet the ſame as urged on 
oy 59 Meer e 188 - 


Dr. Bennet's New Theory. 

for an Argument of his Owieſcence of the Word: 
for as he thinks the Logos cannot be Chriſt's ra- 
tional Saul, he thinks alſo, that without its 
Ceſſation, and Quieſcence during his Miniſtry, 


oft was, is inconſiſtent. And therefore havin 
laboured firſt to prove a ſelf-exiſtent divine 
Word (diſtin from the human Soul) united to 
our Lord Chriſt, he labours as much, in the next 
place, to prove, that there was no Sign or Token 
of his having any ſuch thing, nor any uſe for 
it during his Miniſtry; which I am next to 
conſi der- „ N 1 

That there was no Appearance of any ſuch 
elf exiſtent ſupreme Nature perſonally united to 
him, or ſuch a Word, is readily granted without 
proving it; but that it was Quieſcent in him, 
will be deny'd by thoſe who hold there was no 
ſuch thing, and that therefore there could be no 
juſt Signs of it. And for the Logos, in the Senſe 
of Dr. Clarke, and others, (who, for ought 1 ſee, 


is Union to ſuch an afflicted Soul, as Chriſt's 


379 


Y 


ther] take! it for the Soul of Chriſt) the Doctor will 
it, not pretend, nor need, that this ſhould be Qui- 
elt: eſcent. So that till he can, by good Argumeats, 
Chr conſtrain them to yield that the Word, and ra- 
the tional Soul of Chriſt, are not the ſame, but 
nale two different Minds; there is no occaſion to diſ- 
have pute about this Qaieſcence of nothing. ˖ 
ren But becauſe the granting, the Quieſcence of 
that WW the Mord, while the rational Soul in Chriſt did 
He BW not quieſce, would carry with it a Conceſſion, 
ho i that it was nor Chriſt's rational Soul, but a 
| Ml diſtin Mind; for this reaſon he endeavours to 


perſuade us, that both Dr. Clarke, and alſo the 


erio- WM 4rians, muſt on their own Principles grant, that 
have By the Word, in their Senſe of it, was, at leaſt ſome- 
ered times, quieſcent during his Miniſtry, viz. when un- 
gail 


der Temptation by the Devil, and under his 
| „„ | Agonies: 


P. 128. y 
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1 Tim. 3. 
16. 


no right Apprehenſion o 


which alſo makes our Saviour's Humiliation very 


traordinary too appear'd in him at twelve Years 


An Examination f 
Agonies : becauſe, ſays he, no Temptation coul. 
affect him; and no Agony be upon him; if th 
Word, ſo powerful and excellent an .. did 
exert and communicate its mighty Influences. 

To this it may be e that the Doctor hat ples 

f the Humiliation and lu. 

carnation of the Logos, according to, his Oppoſen to b 
Sentiments; for they think the Worg really en 
tied it ſelf, and became like the rational Soul of Ml } 
another Man, which is limited by the bodily Or. tha 
Band, and is in a manner dormant in Infancy; 
for by the ſettled Laws of Nature, it exerts nt 
then its nobleſt Powers : ſo that the Man is at 
firſt but like an Animal, and gradually thoſe Poy- 
ers, and latent Faculties, diſcover themſelves 
according as the Organs admit; and never diſ- 
play themſelves, probably in all their full Strength, 
in this groſs and feculent Body; not till it be 
ſpiritvaliz'd and refin'd at the Reſurrection. 
Now according to this Opinion of the We 


aſtoniſhing and endearing, and which is the true 
and great Myſtery of Godlineſs, God manifeſt in the 
Fleſh) *twill be eaſy for them to admit the Word 
to be deprived of its former extraordinary Abj- 
lities, and to become ſubje& to ſore Temptations, 
and great Afflictions, in reality: Alſo to grow it 
Wiſdom as others do; tho at the ſame time it 
did conduct his Actions, and ſomething very ex- 


of Age, even before his great Unction with the 
Holy Spirit, when he reaſoned ſo wonderfully 
with the Jewiſh Doctors: ſo that it acted as the 
bodily Organs admitted, 
But the Doctor's ſelf-exiſtent ſupreme God 
(which is the Word in his Senſe) will not be ſup- 
poſed capable of ſuch Abaſement. Can the Al- 
mighty Jehovah be brought low, or deny 1 
| Im h | elt! 
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ef? Can his eternal Perfections be confined? 
ou r his infinite Mind lock'd up within narrow Or- 
the gans? or be tempted or afflicted ? No: and there- 
did bre they who might admit ſome Quieſcentre (in 

ſome kind and meaſure) upon the Arian Princi- 


has ples, will ſtill be as far as ever from granting ir 
lu. n bit. Nor is it harder to conceive the Word 
ers ¶ Ito be thds reduced, than the Doctor's allow'd pre- 
en Nexiſtent Soul of Chriſt to be ſo. 
no He might as well argue from the Quieſcence of 
Or- that noble pre- exiſtent Soul, which he allows had 
17 ; BW fo often perſonated the Almighty, and had conduct- 
dot ed his People Iſrael; and yet, after all that vaſt 
t Wiſdom and Experience which this ſuppoſes, he 
on. muſt grant, became as the Souls of other Infants ; 
Ives BW and increaſed in the common Wiſdom of Men 
dil. and became ſubject to ordinary Infirmities. Let — 
2th, A bim apply this to the Word in the Senſe of his 
be WM Oppoſers, and then ſee what Advantage he can 
100. BN make of it, in favour of his Qzieſcence of the 
d ſupreme God (as he ſuppoſes) who is not ſubject 
erf to ſuch Paſſions, or Reſtraint. © . 
rue grant this hinders not, but the Almighty 
the WW may dwell in Silence, and manifeſt himſelf more 
or leſs as he pleaſes, as he did ia Prophets and 
ibi. Apoſtles at different Seaſons; but that in a Per- 
05, en Union to the Man Chriſt Jeſus, he ſhould, 
in ſo many Years, give not one mark of it, is 
; 1. Bi vhat the Doctor muſt prove for himſelf: for his 
en Wl Oppoſers have no Occaſion for his kind Help in 
als Wl this matter, and can do without it, if he cannot. 
the That the Word, in the Arian Notion, ſhould 
be ſometimes quieſcent 'in ſome degree for a 
the while, and not exert its Powers by external diſ- 
tinguiſhing Tokens, is no Wonder: for the hu- 
man Soul of Chriſt was ſo quieſcent, whenever 
our Lord Jeſus ſlept, till he awoke again; and 
lo*tis with other Men. But what is this to a 
8 e conſtant 
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3 82 . An Examination of 
conſtant Quieſcence, which alone will do th 
Doctor any Service? Nay, even the human Sg 

of Jeſus did acquieſce in his Agonies, ſo far 3 


. . res 
I᷑ “Ot to exert all it could for preventing his Death; Hav 
Mat. 25. ſince he ſays, he could pray to his Father, and ha 1: 
53 Angels enough ſent in his Aid; and ſhewed, whe it 


the Officers came to arreſt him, that he coul 


of Primitive Chriſtian Writers, which Method 

he chuſes to decline; yet ſince he replies upon 

Treneus, it will be but reaſonable to let him and 
others know, that he was not of his Opinion 
touchuig the Word for he ſuppoſes the Logos to 

be paſſible, in oppoſition to the Cerinthians, in 

the Chapter whence this Citation is taken; and 

L. 1.c.4-expreſly. ſays, 3 A inafer, the Word of God 
was made Fleſh, and ſuffered ;, and calls him, Pa- 
L. 3. c. 0. tiens Verbum, the ſuffering Word of God. S0 that 
he neither thought the Word to be the impaſſible 
ſelf.exiſtent God, as the Doctor does; nor _ 
: e 


Job. 18.5. have confounded and diſarm'd *em. He had the x, 
ſome Form of God, a God-like Majeſty and Au. Mit u 
thority ; which yet he would not uſe, but laid by, Wye, 
and calmly ſuffer'd the Death of a Slave, and f cipl 
took the Form of a Servant. But ſome Quieſcence ner 
at particular Times, is not like a perperual Cel. arc 
Ation, that never affords one Proof of the Being vin 
of a Thing which ſhould be quieſcent, . And ya WW no 

this is all the Quieſcence which rene mentions ve 
in the Doctor's Citation out of him, viz. That he 180 
ſubmitted to be tempted, to die, and did not op- 
poſe his Power to prevent the Tryal: But He was 1. 
far from ſaying the Word was ſilent at other times, ti 
viz, in his Miracles and Diſcourſes ; nay, rather Wl p 
on the contrary, the Ceſſation or Quieſcence on b 

_ thoſe particular Occaſions, implies, That the r 
Word was not ſo uſually, or at other Times; Wl ; 
much leſs at all Times, in that Father's Opinion, Wl \ 

I will not urge the Doctor with Teſtimonies e 


Dr. Bennet's New Theory. 

e was wholly quieſcent; as to the bearing thoſe 
Alflictions, which yet he did fo far acquieſce in, 
as not to prevent their coming on him, or to be 
z real Temptation, and to alfflict him ſorely. 
Having clear'd the way ſo far, | 


Iwill next ſugyeſt ſome ſtrong Preſumptiogs 


a+ 


againſt his Hyporheſis of the Words Quieſcence. 
- Firſt, There is not the leaſt Hint of any ſuch 
Thing in the Goſpel-Hiſtory of Chriſt to found 
it upon. Tho the Goſpels were written many 
Years after Chriſt's Aſcenſion,.. and after the Diſ- 
ciples are ſuppoſed to have been informed of this 
new and unſuſpected Myſtery; yet they have not 
dropt one word of ſuch a Quieſcence of the Di- 
vine Nature, nor made any Apology, for Chriſt's 
not appearing to be what, they ſince found, he 
was; nor made any Reflections upon their own 
Ignorance or Miſtake, as in other Caſes theꝶ did. 
'Tis ſtrange that St. John (whoſe Expreſhon, the 
Word was God, is in a manner the whole Founda- 
tion of the Doctor's Opinion, as to Chriſt's Su- 
preme Deity) ſnould not ſay ſomething, why or 
bow this had been purpoſely hid from Men, du- 
ring Chriſt's Abode in the Fleſn: Nay, which is 
more, St. John takes notice of the Qnieſcence, or 
undiſcover'd Secrecy of the Word, before his In- 
carnation, even according to the Doctor's Account, 
in thoſe Words, Aud the Word was with God: 
'Tis ſtrange, I ſay, he ſhould not carry it far- 
ther, and ſay ſomething to his lying hid too in 
his Life! And, which yet preſſes harder, the 
Doctor tells us, thoſe Words, The Word was with 
Ged, are oppoſed to his Manifeſtation, when the Word 
was made Fleſh, and dwelt among us; and that the p. 189, 
Word was with God, till the Time when God was 
manifeſt in the Fleſh. It ſeems then, he was not 
bid with God any longer; it was no longer a Se- 
cret 3 but the Word was plainly diſcovered, when 
7 -" ies 
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the Word's Perſonal Union to the Fleſh or Bo 
of Chriſt; for it was now with them, which fy 
merly had been with God alone; the hidden f 


As Examination of 
once he took Fleſh and converſed with Men. A 
if ſo, then the Diſciples were not ſo ignorante 


cret Condition of the Word was over : and there 
fore St. John might well ſay nothing of the Dy 


tor's Ouieſcence of the Word, when he had toad + 
us, he was manifeſted, and rhey beheld his Glyn 
which yet he could hardly but have ſpoken of, HH cov 
"otherwiſe, _ 5 1 Chi 
Secondly, *Tis ſtrange, the Apoſtles, in theit gef 
Epiſtles, ſhould not take ſome notice of this ſur-HMaoft 
prizing Diſcovery, newly made to them, that per 
Jeſus Chriſt was quite another Perſon than theſ te 


had ever thought him to be; and he, whom theyiſsy: 


always had taken for a mere Man, aided by God, ref 


by later Information ſince receiv'd, they under- bin. 
ſtood was the ſelf-exiſtent Gad: They knen hay 
There was Reaſon doubly to inculcate ſuch an in. WM:bo 


Por tant Point, and the more, becauſe it wal 7 


what had never been ſuſpected by Chriſt's Follow. Wiſe 
ers, who had never, from himſelf, had the leaſt lu of 
timation of it, and would, as the Doctor ſays, MW, 
have been much ſhocł d at it. But is there aa iy, 
Notice of this great Change in their Opinion! c. 


Adds 3. 17. They tell us, The Princes of this World knew hin 


not; but do they ever complain of their own Who 
great Miſtake? They tell us often how different pf; 


Phil. 2. 9, and more glorious an Eſtate he was advanced to ho! 
10. 


by his Exaltation, in large Expreſſions; but not Neft 
one Word what a much greater Difference they Ne 


had learned from his being in Perſonal Union to Hen 


the Almighty God. WW ha 

The Doctor ſays, He preſumes our Lord did then WF); 
(i. e. at a Meeting with the Diſciples after the We 
Reſurrection) reveal to them his Divine Nature. io 


So that he is not certain, this Article of Chriſt's 


Ss Su- 


— 


Dr. Benn 


A Supreme Deity is any part of that Goſpel, which 

nt ol 045 Frſt preached by our Lord, and afterwards con- 

300 fr med by them who heard him; but however he pre- | 
fu mes it, and is confident it was either by his own P. 12g, 


Diſcourſes after the Reſurrection, or elſe by the mi- 


ere i raculous Effuſion of the Spirit at the Day of Pente- 
Doll cf, that this Doctrine was imparted to them. 

tog But, ſince we haye ſome Account of both, let 
rs ſee if there be any Notice of ſuch a new Diſ- 


covery, in either; the Evangeliſt tells us what 


Reſurrection, Luke 24, 27. But is there a word 


r- of this new and ſurprizing Account of his Divine 
tat rerſon? In that Chaprer, Excuſe is made for 
the mem who knew not his Bodily Form, that their 
ther WMEyes were held; but is there any for the Dark- 
200,Mneſs of their Minds, that they had not known 
der bim to be the ſelf-exiſtent God before? ls there 


ny thing intimated of their changing their Minds 
about his Perſon, in this amazing Point? 
The ſame Evangeliſt tells us what was preach- 


On. ed on the Day of Pentecoſt, at the firſt Effuſion 
lu: of the Spirit, by St. Peter; "'twas this, Jeſus of Acts 2. 22. 
475 aareth, a Man approved of God by Signs and 


Wonders which God did by him. Is this any higher 
Account of Chriſt's Perſon, than they had learn- 
d before? One would think, that having juſt 
low receiv'd that new and amazing Diſcovery 


rent Apt Chriſt's being the ſelf-exiſtent God, the A- 
2 oftle would have been full of it, at leaſt not have 
n 


ft it out in his devout and-juſt Encomium of his 
red Lord and Maſter. St. Peter ſeems to have 
arn'd nothing new of Chriſt's Perſon, or more 


briſt, the Son of the living God. Nor do any of 
he Apoſtles take any notice of this great Altera- 
log of the Chriſtian Faith in this Point. 


ug 


* 
5 —— 
2 >, - —— 4a as 


Chriſt diſcourſed of to his Diſciples, after the 


> * 


ban appear'd in his old Confeſſion, Thou art the Mat. 18. 
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An Examination of 


I know of no other Writings that pretend 
give any Account of our Lord's Diſcourſes aft 
his Reſurrection, unleſs it be the Apoſtolical Cy 
ſtitutions; and theſe are ſo very contrary to th 
Doctor's Notion of the Self.exiſtent Word, th 
I will not ſuppoſe he ſhall appeal to them. 

Thirdly, How can this Perſonal Union conf 
with this pretended Quieſcence, which he ſup 
Poſes was total? What does the Doctor mean 
Vnion? What is the Perſonal Union, but a ne; 
Relation and Preſence of the Divine Nature t 
the Human, iff order to ſpecial Operation upo 
and by it? And where there is no ſuch Oper; 
tion, what is the Union? I think he will grant 
as all Men, I conceive, do grant, that the Pet 
ſonal Union 1s diſſolved between Man's Soul an 
Body, when the Soul ceaſes, at Death, to act i 
and by the Body; tho a ſort of ineffectual Relati 
may remain between the two Natures ſtill: a 
will not his Quieſcence of the Word, for ſom 
ny Years, equally imply ſuch a Diſſolution of ti 
Perſonal Union, if there had been ſuch, betme: 
a Divine and Human Nature, in Jeſus Chriſ 
Otherwiſe 1 want to know what he means by fe 
ſonal Union. Hence, 
Fourthly, Tis a great Objection againſt his U 
eſcent Word, that Jeſus Chriſt himſelf gives! 
not any Account of Ro being any ſuch Pr 
in the divine ſelf-exiſtent Nature, or any ul - 
Word, (Name or Thing) more than was mat 
feſt in himſelf. The Father, and the Spirit to 
are oft mention'd by him; how is it then tb 
he never mentions any Word or Second Perl 
(which was not, as the Doctor grants, {1 
pected to be himſelf ) on any account? He miy 
ſurely have ſpoken of the Almighty Word, al 
let his -Diſciples know there was ſuch a Perl 
and their Duty to him, without ſaying any thit 


Dr. Bennet's New Theory. 
of the Perſonal Union to him; nay, ſince the 
Operation and Aſſiſtances of the Father and Spi- 


ſelf, why might not the Word ſometimes have 
been particularly owned, and ſome things aſcri- 
hed to him by Jefus Chriſt, which yet would 
have given no more Suſpicion of- his being the 
rd, than of his being the Holy Spirit? But that 
it ſhould always be declared, that he wrought 
by the Spirit of God; and that the Father dwelt in 
him, and did his Works, and the like; and never 
once, that the Word (who was not thought, as 
he ſuppoſes, to be himſelf) aſſiſted him, muſt 
ſeem very ſtrange. Why his Agency in common 
ould be paſſed by, the Doctor gives no account, 


backwardeſt, nor moſt barren in Speculations, 
s his New Theory of the Trinity has convinced 
the World. So that 'tis plain, his Quieſcence 
ff the Word was not at all needful, for Conceal- 
nent of the Perſonal Union; but was altogether 


Weed, on the Suppoſition that there is no ſuch 


terefore ſay, *tis no wonder there were no 
narks of it in the Life or Doctrine of the Bleſſed 


Jeſus, | | 


btefis, any ground left to aſſert any Incarnation, 
r Union of the Word to the human Nature, ſo 
ly as Chriſt's Birth: Then indeed the pre-ex- 
ent Soul was embodied, as other Mens, and 
don manifeſted it ſelf in the natural Seaſon ; but 
hat reaſon has he to ſay the Divine Word, an- 
ther intelligent infinite Being, was then united ? 
remember not any Countenance the Scripture 
pretended to give in this caſe; it ſays, the 
od was made Fleſh; but when? If it does not 


rit do not prove ſuch an Union of them to him- 


nor ſo much as preſumes any; tho, he is not the 
s great, as even the Arians or Socinians would 
erſon at all in the ſelf-exiſtent God; and who 


Fifthly, I can't ſee, upon the Doctor's Hypo- 


C 2 ſay, 
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388 An Examination of 
ſay, at his Birth or Conception, and if there 
peared no good Sign of it in all his Life, thy 
why might it not be afterwards, and not till hi 
Reſurrection? when he was Begotten from th 
Acts 13. Dead, and it was ſaid, this Day have 1 begonn 
33. thee, by Almighty God. I can't but think thi 
would mend the Doctor's Scheme, and fave hin 
the labour of making out his Quieſcence of th 
"ord; by ſaying, our Lord Jeſus had been only 
a Man in his Life-time on Earth, but became the 
ſelf-exiſtent God afterwards ; ſince *tis not ti] 
then that he finds any Proof of his Perſon; 
Union. . 1 
Siæthly, 1 ſee not by any thing in his Account 
but that the Word is quieſcent ſtil}, if it was 
during Chriſt's Miniſtry. For what Manifeſt; 
tion has there been of a divine Word or Nature it 
our Saviour, which may give us a clearer Diſc 
very of its Perſonal Union to his Fleſh, ſince the 
Reſurrection, than before? What new Proof 
(waving a while the Senſe of that Expreſſo 
the Word was God) can the Doctor alledge in fad 
to ſhew this hidden divine Word has ſince ſhont 
forth in fuller Evidence ? True indeed, Chri 
roſe from the Dead, and aſcended on high, and 
ſent forth the Spirit in miraculons, Gifts; bu 
what then? Did not the Diſciples hear him fore 
tell theſe things, and yet not ſuſpect his Dirie 
Nature at all? And why ſnall the raiſing himk 
from the Grave, be a Proof (as he ſuppoſes) « 
his being the Supreme God, to Thomas, who had 
without ſuſpicion of this, ſeen him raiſe Lazu 
rus, Who had been longer dead? and which ti 
P. 149. Doctor equals to his railing himſelf. As for! 
ſending the Holy Ghoſt in miraculous Gifts, | 
Mat. 10.1, had formerly given his Diſciples a Specimen © 
that, and exerciſed it himſelf oft: and the Doc 
tor aſcribes this Effuſion of the Spirit to = 1 
x | - | Chr 


* 


— 


Dr. Bennet s New Theory. 

Chriſt Jeſus, telling us, That the Man Chriſt Feſus P. 205. 
diſpoſes of theſe Influences of the Spirit, as alſo the 
Apoſtles did. And ſince he tells us, That he con- P. 155+ 
Pantly declared to his Diſciples, that the Man Chriſt 
Jeſus ſhould judge us at the Great Day, and yet they 
little thought of his having a Divine Nature; | can- 
not imagine what Evidence, from any Fact, there 
is to this day, of his having any Divine Na- 
turein him, which was never diſcovered during 
his Miniſtry on Earth.. And if it be ſtill quieſ- 
cent, for what end will the Doctor ſay the Per- 
ſonal Union ſerves ? 

S:venthly and Laftly, I don't ſee, by the Doc- 


re ap 
they 
ill hj 
m th 
gon 
© thi 
e bin 
f th 
1 Only 
ne the 
ot til 
Tona 


:Ount 


tor's way of arguing, that he can make it appear, 
vas M that our Lord Jeſus himſelf knew he had a Diving 
_ Nature united to him ; but- that the Man Chriſt 
ure Il 


was as ignorant of the Perſonal Union, as of the 
Day of judgment, till his Reſurrection. For ſince 
nothing that he ſaid or did, diſcovered that he 
had any Knowledge of it, why ſhould I believe 
he did know it? And it would be a ſtrange per- 
ſonal Union, that himſelf neither was conſcious, 
nor ſo much as inform'd of. | 


Diſco 
ce the 
Proof 
e ſſo 
n fact 

ſhong 


Cir and now ſince the Doctor rely'd ſo much on 
„ WM this Notion of the Word's Quieſcence, to furniſh 
„a bim with Anſwers to many things objected a- 
) fore gainſt Chriſt's ſupreme ſelf-exiſtent Deity ; and 
oo particularly confeſſes, that without ſuppoſing it, 


no tolerable Account can be given of our Sa- 
viour's not knowing the Day of Judgment: I P. 128. 
hope, if this fail him, he will rather yield, than 
betake himſelf to any Intolerable Accounts. If 
this great Magazine of Stores for Defence be 


les) 0 
0 had 
Lazd 
ch th 


wy blown up, it will be expected, that he provdienty 
= ſurrender with the poor Remains, into the hands 


fe A nas Fans 
e Nod victorious Truth. 
je Ma 
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© the Scriptures (ſays he) never diſtinguiſh upon tit 
© one Supreme, yet there is another Subordinate God. 


No poſſible Expoſition or Senſe of the word God, ca 


An Examination of | 


EXEEATEEE TIE NETELEEE 
CHAP. II. 


: | 3 

Come now to examine the Strength of thoſe 

few remaining Texts, to which he retreats in 
his twelfth Chapter, as his only Defence; to ſee 
if they prove our Lord Jeſus Chriſt to be the on 
ſelf-exiſtent God. | 


r 


Here | find but wo Texts, on which he grounds 
his Proof, (indeed he had not many more left, 
and *twas time to ſtop, elſe he had given up his 
Cauſe) viz. John 1.1. and Heb. 1. 10. For his 
other Proof from 1 Tim, 2. 5. relies wholly upon 
the Interpretation of the firſt of thoſe to, aud 
needs no particular Anſwer, _. 

_ Firſt, He produces St. John's Teſtimony, vir. 
The Word was with God, and the Word was Cod. 
And indeed this alone muſt bear the Weight of 
the whole Caule, or he muſt give it up. 

His Argument lies thus: Since the Holy Scri- cad 
© tures fully and expreſly declare, both under the Lan 
© and the Goſpel, that there is but one God, and but 
© one Being who is God; and ſince "tis acknowledg' 
© by all, that St. John intends the one ſelf-exiſtmt 
Being, by the Term God, with whom the Word wa; 
© therefore in ſaying the Word was God, he nit 
© mean that he was the ſame ſelf-exiſtent one God, nt 
© he muſt contradict the while Tenour of the Scripturts, 
© by aſſerting a God beſides the one God: wheres 


© matter, nor once inform us, that tho there is but 


Upon this he is ſo warm and poſitive, as to ſaſ, 


6 reconcile the Contradiction of this Verſe of St. 9 
0 | | ; f 


\ 
\ 


Dr. Bennet s New Theory. >. 
to the other parts of the Bible, without admitting OT 
83 that the Word is the ſelf-exiſtent God : ſo that we P. 189. 
N muſt either give up all the reſt of the Scripture, 
or reject St. John's Goſpel, as ſubverting the Unity 
of God,” But ſince 1 am not ſo willing to give 
jp either St. John's Goſpel, or the reſt of the 
ible, 1 will ſtill attempt to reconcile 'em, ra- 
her than haſtily to declare, that if, on the 
ther hand, St. John do not mean the Word to be 
ad in an lnferiour ſenſe, I will either reject 
im, or all the reſt of my Bible: and 1 hope to 
ew, that the ſame Sagacity and Candour, with 
thich the Doctor has been able to extricate him- 
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bis elf ſo eaſily out of the pretended Difficulties of * 
bis tber Arguments and Texts, will as ealily help jr 
pon Wim thro this, and that in the very ſame way | 
aud of Reaſoning. What I have to offer againſt his | 


argument from this Text, is, 5 5s 
1, That tho the Holy Scriptures do declare 
there is but one God, yet they do at the fame 
time call other Beings by the /ame Name of 
Cod. The Doctor owns, that Angels are oft en p. 67. 
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crip- cad iN, Elohim. Now that is the very 
Lan word which is tranſlated God, in all thoſe Texts 


cited by him, in which 'tis faid, there is 20 God, p. 1 
7 4 - 17 


ed 0 or Elohim, beſides me; and yet there are Elohim, 
iſten or Gods, beſides him, by his own unavoidable 


wan; Confeſſion. And the ſame ſelf-exiſtent Being, 
mu who ſays there is no Elobim, or God, beſides him 
d, or does himſelf ſay, to mortal Men in Power, I Pla. 82. f. 
turen eve [aid ye are Elohim, or Gods, but ſhall die as 
bereuen. So again, Worſhip him all ye Elohim, or pfad. 97. 7. 
u th Gods, with many more the like. And what 
;s but wil the Doctor do in this caſe? Will he now 
Goa. Neire up the reſt of his Bible, or all theſe Texts? 
o {ay, Is not the very Foundation of his Argument 


gone? Tf there be but one God, and yet other 
Gods alſo; is it not a very natural Solution, to 
Cc4 — 


Deut. 10. 
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ſay there is empbatically but one God, in a pe. 
culjar ſuper- eminent ſenſe; and yet others, in ; 
lower ſenſe, by bearing ſome faint Impreſſion 
of that ſupreme Majeſty, and without compati. 
fon to him, are Gods allo? And if in this ſenſe 
St. John ſhould ſay the Word was God, and wy 
with the God, i. e. with the Supreme ITai]oneg nes; 
were this any more inconſiſtent with the Scri— 
ture- Account of but one God, than what ! haye 
already menrtion'd ? So that he cannot ſay, the 
Scriptures do not diſtinguiſh, upon the matter, 
between Elobim ſupreme and ſubordinate, when 
expreſly the Lord is ſaid to be 4à God of Gods, 
or a great God above all Gods. 8 

2. If our Lord Jeſus Chriſt might juſtly be 
call'd God, even tho he were not the one {lf 
exiſtent Being, or God; then Sr. John may very 
juitly be interpreted, to mean the Word was ſo 


God, as not to be the ſelf-exiſtent God: be- 


cauſe St. John in that ſenſe would ſpeak but 
juſtly ; and therefore to make him ſpeak juſtly, 
"ris not neceſlary he ſhould mean the Word to be 
the ſupreme God, when he ſays he was God. And 
that our Saviour might juſtly be call'd God, 
without being the Supreme, the Doctor himſelf 
docs grant, where he ſays, Moſes is ſtiled « God 
ro Aaron and Pharaoh, becauſe he was inſpired, and 
they learned the Will of God from him: and (NB, 
conſequently, our Saviour, who received the Spirit 
without meaſurc, might more juſtly have been friled 
a God, on the account of his having been a great 


| Prophet. Now ſince Moſes was juſtly call'd God, 


(for it was by God himſelf ) ſurely our Saviour, 
who might more juſtly be ſo call'd, without ſup- 
poſing a divine Nature, might very well be 10 


call'd by St. John in this Text. So that the 


Contradiction, fancy'd in this Senſe of the Text, 
between St. John and the reſt of the Bible, be- 
| g Sins, 


* 
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pe. ins; 1 hope; to be leſs frightful. And I would 
in vot have him ſay that was impoſſible to! be ſaid 
on; by St. John, which himſelf grants moſt juſt ly 
ati. night have been-faid. 


nfo 3. Beſides what I have Laid, that St. Jobe 


was 

+ tte Supreme; I add, that he has aQually made 
rip. diſtinction between God, and the God. (I.) In 
are te emphatical Article prefix'd to the firſt, and 
the not to the other. This Article indeed is not 
ter, Malvways found before obs, when ſpoken of the 
hen Supreme God, nor ſeems it needful : but if St. 
od, 7% intended to make a diſtinQion, (when ſpeak- 
ing of two under that Character, it might be 
be equiſite to diſtinguiſh) he could not well omit 
fell. giving the Emphaſis of the God to the Supreme, 
rer whilſt he withdrew it from the other. And 
$ ſo therefore the Doctor bad no good reaſon to make 
be- WI © light of this, which is counted of ſuch mo- 
but ment, by Philo in Lib. de Somniis, by Clemens A- 
ſly, lerandrinus in Lib. 3. Strom. p. 460. Ed. Paris. 
o be and Origen, Tom. 2. in Johan. &c. who tells us, 
And that the True Almighty God is diſtingaifh'd by 
300, this Article, from a God without it. And Origen 
ſelf makes 5 Sede to diſtinguiſh the true God from 
Gol WY Chriſt, who is ©4385 as 5 Abos, the Word, ſaid here 
ard of Chriſt, differences him from other Aye, or 
J. B Words + for any of the rational Spirits, Angels, 
pirit Nor human Spirits, were oft ſo call'd, as may be 
led I ſeen in Sandii Diſſert. ne d A But tis the 
tat I more conſiderable in Philo Judæus, Who being a 
30d, Jer, was very earneſt and jealous for the one 
our, God; but yet thought it not inconſiſtent to ad- 
ſup- nit a ſubordinate Abe; under the Title of a 
c o Cod; and this in St. Jobn's own time: Which 
the I ſhews, how eaſily the Chriſtian Jewiſh Churches 
ext, Bl Fould underſtand St. John's Words in this Senſe 3 
be- but could never have admitted the Doctor's 


ins, 


| 1 
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night juſtly. call the Word God, and yet not 


. An Examination of 
Senſe of a ſelf-exiſtent God, being ſaid to h 
with a ſelf-exiſtent God. (2.) In that the Way, 
_ calFd God, is ſaid to have been with. God. An 
this is inculcated twice; The Word was with Gu, 
and the Word was God, and the ſame was ni) 
God, Now if the meaning was, as the Dodor Mea. 
would have it, that the Mord was that ſame God 
that he was with, tis hard to ſee the occaſion 
of guarding it before and after, with ſo mu 
Caution: as if any one could run into ſuch an 
Error, as to think he ſhould: not be with hi. 
ſelf, Or if he had intended ſo much, tis very 
likely he would have ſaid, he was with bimſe, 
rather than with God; which looks more like 2. 
nother than the ſame, in ordinary Speech. What 
the Doctor ſays of e. 73 Oe being oppos'd to 
his Manifeſtation @g% jwds, is true, but nothing 
of an Anſwer : for his being in ſecret with God, 
no more ſhews him to be that ſame God, than 
his being with Men afterward, proves him to 
be any of thoſe ſame Men he dwelt with. 80 
that the Difficulty and unnatural Harſhneſs of 
his Interpretation, remains ſtill as an Objection 
againſt it: and is juſt ſuch an Objection, as lay 
againſt the different way of the Photinians read- 
ing this very Text; when they read the [aſt 
_ Clauſe thus, And God was, and not the Word mat 
God; leaving out the Word, or Logos. This is 
cenſur'd as moſt abſurd, to make St. John ſay, 
And God was, when before-hand he had ſaid the 
Word was with God: So that there could be 
no doubt but he was, Quod nemo ſanus ſcripſe- 
rit, multo minus Evangeliſta, Oebmvæus os, ſays the 
judicious Dr. Mill, Proleg. Surely it was no more 
reaſonable to ſay, he was with himſelf. 
4. Tis to be conſider'd, that only St. John, 
and he very late, uſes the Term Word (in which 
alone the Doctor finds the very Deity of the " Ne 
| con 


* 
=> 


ond Perſon of the Trinity.) And is it likely, 
hat ſo many years after the Goſpel of Chriſt 


uad been preach'd, far and near, to Jews and 
2 entiles; and ſo many Churches formed upon 
nb ts Principles, (be it thirty, or forty, or more 
Yor years) that St. John ſhould then firſt reveal ſuch 


an Article? or ſhould mean any thing conſider- 
bly more, in calling our Saviour the Mord, than 
he reſt of the Apoſtles (who were moſt, if 
got all of 'em dead) had meant by other Cha- 


ery es, &c. in which the Doctor pretends not to 

if, ind this Article? Why ſhould the Word in St. 

e 2» eln ſignify ſo much more than St. Paul's cal- 

bat ling him the Image of God, or the Brightneſs of Col. 1. 16. 
to ibis Father's Glory? And yet the Doctor plainly Heb. 1. 2. 
ing ſuggeſts, that if theſe were interpreted of his 

0d, divine Nature, it would fairly prove that Na- P. 170. 
han WMW:ure to be inferior to the very God. So that if 


it had been ſaid, And that Image, &c. was God, 


any harder to interpret, the Word was God, the 


tion ame way? eſpecially when he allows that the 
ame St. John applies the Character of the Word rey, 19. 
ead- to the Man Chriſt Feſus only, without any regard 13. 
lat is the divine Nature, or Word; and which, if un- 


derſtood of the divine Nature, or of the whole God- 


ſay, s the very God; pag. 167, compar'd with pag. 
the 170. Now if thoſe Words, He was clothed with 
| be Wi Veſture dipp'd in Blood, and his Name is called 
ipſe- ie Word of God, muſt be ſpoken only of the 
; the I Man Chriſt Jeſus; or at leaſt of ſuch a Nature 


as is inferior to the very God; I think St. John's 


low'd the like Interpretation: ſince there is no 
reaſon to imagine the ſame inſpired Writer ſhould 
not in both places (and perhaps all in which tis 

| 3 uſed) 
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racers, viz.. the Son of God, the Chriſt, the Lord 


it had meant only an inferior God: and is it 
nan, would really imply, that the Mord is inferior 


other Expreſſion, The Word was God, may be al- 
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P. 216. 


tion'd; yet, to do him juſtice, he ſays quite thi 


tradiction he is willing to part with, I let it 


Nay tis a Character into which he is exalted 


An Examination of 
uſed) uſe that remarkable Title, of the u 
Perſon, in the ſame Senſe. | 
But I muſt not preſs this too hard, becauſ 
tho the Doctor hath ſaid all that I have me 


contrary afterwards : for he makes that Name 
the Word of God, to be a proof of his being 
diſtin Perſon in the ſelf-exiſtent God, who 
Word he is; and this after he had numbred j 
among thoſe Texts, which are ſpoken of thi 
Man Jeſus Chriſt, without any regard to the Wil, 
or divine Nature: as indeed the whole Context 
Tpeaks- of a Man with his Name on his Thih 
So that until I know which half of the Con- 


E SE 1 

F. There is no more difficulty in the ſceminy : 
Contradickion between thoſe Texts, which de He. 

Elare there is but one God; and St. Fobr's fl. 4 

ling the Word a God, in another and inferior 10 

Senſe, than there is in many other Inſtances: 1 

Which yet the Doctor, and all other Trinitarian: | 

(if 1 may count him ſuch) can eaſily reconcile ya 

and therefore he ought not to make ir in: 
ſiuperable a Difficulty in this ſingle Caſe, as be a 
pretends it is. NI | th 

For inſtance,” tis as poſitively and exprelyil ; 
1a,43-11. ſaid by God himſelf, There is wo Saviour beſide 1 
me, as that there is no Cod beſides me, in the fol- 0 

lowing Chapter. And both are put on tie. 
' Hoſea 13- ſame fovt together, Thou ſhalt know no God buff or 
4. me, for there is no Saviour beſides me. And yet f 
the Man Chriſt Jeſus is certainly ſtiled our S#- Dt 
viour, or Jeſus, all along in the New Teſtament Wl of 

P. 161. which, the Doctor confeſſes, berokens that 744 te 
whom the bleſſed Virgin brought forth, and inp „, 
nothing of an incarnate God in the Notation of "i d 


by 
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jy God, and therefore can't belong to the infi- Acts 3. 37. 
ite ſupreme God: Him hath God exalted, to, be 
prince and Saviour. And he is called Saviour 
gt the lame time, where the great God is called 
o, tho in an inferior Senſe, and as ſubordinate 
to God. The Love of God our Saviour appear d Tit. 3. 4,6. 
who ſaved us by the renewing of the Holy Ghoſt, 
phich he ſhed on us, thro Jeſus Chriſt our Saviour, 
So that here is God our Saviour, and yet ano- 
ther inſtrumental Saviour; tho the Scriptures 
ſay there is but one (in the moſt. emphatical 
Senſe) who is Saviour. Juſt as in St. John, there 
is the God (in the moſt eminent ſenſe) and 4 
Cod with him; tho ſtill there is but one God in 
the high ſenſe of that Character, according to 
the Scriptures. Ms © 
So again, we read there is but one Lord: 
Hear, O Iſrael, the Lord thy God is one Lord; Mark 12: 
which is the ſame as to ſay, there was but one 29. 
Lord, as well as but one God, as the Scribe's An- Ver. 32. 
ſwer ſhews. , And yet we find another Lord, 2 
The Lord ſaid to my Lord, 6 Kvexs my Kveip. So Ver. 36. 
again, if it be ſaid, there is but one only who 
knows the Hearts of Men, the Doctor can eaſily 
reconcile this with the Man Chriſt Jeſus's, nay, 
with the Apoſtles knowing the Hearts of others; 
tho not as God knows em, of himſelf, but as 
knowing 'em by the Spirit's aſſiſtance, Again, 
God alone doth wonders; and yet the Apoſtles Pſa. 136.4. 
did great wonders alſo, but by God's Power. 
Twenty Inſtances, I ſuppoſe, might be produced, 
of Characters appropriate, in ſome ſenſe, to the 
ſupreme God, which yet are (without any ex- 
preſs Marks of Diſtinction, but what the Nature 
of the Subjects plainly ſuggeſt to us) attributed 
to inferior Belugs. God only is holy; he only 55 Rex. 15. 4; 
wiſe, &c. But theſe give no difficulty to a can-— 
did Mind, tho others be ſaid to be holy _ 
on | Wlle 


An Examination of 
wiſe too, in an inferiour ſenſe. And therefore Mi? de 


St. John ſhould have ſtiled the Word a God, i 
a ſubordinate Notion; and did think, by ſy 


ing he was with the God, he had ſufficienyM. n 
diſtinguiſned him from the one ſupreme Gat: is 
ſpecially telling us, that the Word was Fleſh, Gt. laid 
I ſee not how the Doctor, with his uſual Cu“ 
dour about him, can be offended, or any yy phos 
perplexed, to reconcile this with the Scripture. thou 
Teſtimonies of one God only. He need not 2 
give up the reſt of the Scriptures, nor yet reject 9. pil 
3 Goſpel. He needs only part with his on * 
arſn, unnatural Interpretation of the firſt Verk the 
of it, and then all will be eaſy : for I don't fd e 
any other Text would give him much trouble. p 
And this Method is no more than, in other ſl 
caſes, he would and does frankly uſe: ſo that oe 
I can't but think he might have given up this 8 
Text, as well as others, if he had any other ri 


in reſerve, by which to ſupport his Hypothe- 
ſis, or to give any graceful Appearance of ha- Mil 
ving malntaird the current Orthodox Doctrine. 5 
_. To conclude this Argument, I would only n 
know of the Do&or, who counts it impoſſible , 
to reconcile the One Self-exiſtent God, with gi- ; 
ving the Character of God to any who is not 
that ſame Self-exiſtent God, what he thinks of 
his ſo oft-approv'd Nicene Creed, which he ima- 
gines may be proyed by Scripture; when having 
firſt ſtiled the Father, the One God, it calls the 
Son, God of God? Does he really think, (he who 
juſtly trembles at the Guilt of Colluſion, in ſubſcrib- 
ang or uſing ſuch Forms, as thwart the Senſe of 4 
Man's own Mind) that it means the Self-exiſtent 
God, of the Self-exiſtent God, begotten before 
all Worlds, of the Father? Does he throughly 
receive and believe this? Or does it not mean 


Dr. Bennet's New Theory. 
a derivative, ſubordinate God, of a ſelf- exiſ- 
tent God. N | : 


Secondly, His other Text, now to be conſider'd, 


is Heb. 1. 10. And thou Lord, in the beginning haſt 


laid the Foundation of the Earth, and the Heavens 
are the Work of thy hands : They ſhall periſh, bus 
thou ſhalt endure —— They ſhall be changed, but 
thou art the ſame, and thy Years fail not. 


The Doctor tells us, the Author of this E- 
piſtle aſſures us, that this Paſſage is meant of 
the Son, viz. our Lord Jeſas Chriſt, and that p. 192; 


the 102d Pſalm, whence tis cited, is addreſſed 
to Fehovah, or the ſelf-exiſtent God: and thence 
it follows, that the Son is that Fehovah, the 
elf. exiſtent God. I ſhall wave what he ſays of 
gehovab's being the incommunicable Name of 


God, (which I think he has not proved, but 


rather the contrary) becauſe I rely not on that 


Anſwer, Only I cannot but obſerve, that ha- p. 193. 


ving, as he thought, got another and ſurer Ar- 
gument, by proving Jeſus Chriſt to be Fehovah, 
he now begins to — up what he had argued 
from St. John, by ſaying, Whatever Latitude may 
be allow'd to Oed, God, in St. John; yet Fehovah 
is appropriate to the one G0, in contradiction to 
all other Ge. So that it ſeems the Word God, 
in St. John, may, after all, be allow'd a Lati- 
tude; and others may have that CharaQer, be- 
fide the one ſelf-exiſtent God; and. conſequent- 
ly the Word being ſtiled God, might yet not be 
the ſelf-exiſtent God, And why then did he 


ſtand ſo ſtifly to it before? But perhaps he 


did not then ſee, he had this other Argument 


for a Reſerve. But to his preſent Argument, 
| reply : | 


1. That every Accommodation of a Text to : 


any Perſon, is no ſufficient Evidence that = the 
ame 
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thor of the Epiſtle aſſures us, theſe Words are 


by the Prophet, ſaying, Out of Egppt have I call 


words, but in Hof, 1 1. 17 where, *tis plain, they 


this, think he might accommodate to the Inſtru- Co. 
ment, what had been ſaid of the Principal, Do 


| Throne, O God, is for ever and ever | 
haſt loved Righteouſneſs, and bated Iniquity; ther- 


the Oil of Gladneſs above thy Fellows. And thou, 


. the Heavens are the Work of thy hands: thy 
hall periſh, but thou remaineſt , they ſpall be 


| Chaps 2. 13, but barely, And thou Lord. NOV 


| 8 g 
An zxamination of . 
ſame Perſon, of whom it was originally ſpoke 
For inſtance, St. Matthew, chap. 2. 15. ſays ir 5 
fulfill d, in Jeſus Chriſt, what the Lord had ſpola 
my Son. Now where will the Doctor find thef 
were ſpoken of the People of Iſrael! : Ih 
Iſrael was 4 Child, then I loved him, and called m 
Son out of Egypt. Were the People of Vfrael and 
Jeſus Chriſt therefore one and the ſame, becauſe, 
For the Likeneſs of the Caſe, what was ſaid o 
one is apply'd to the other? No, ſurely! An 
therefore if the Author of the Epiſtle to the 
Hebrews, who had ſaid, ver. 1. that God mate 
the Worlds by, or through, his Son , did, from 


working by him: is this more ſtrange or unſuta-tior 
ble, than the foregoing Application was ? 
2. It doth not appear to me, that the An. 


ſpoken of the Son: For obſerve how he brings 
'em in, ver, 8, 9, 10. Unto the Son he ſaith, Th 
— T hou 


fore God, even thy God, bath anointed thee with 
Lord, baſt laid the Foundation of the Earth, and 


changed, but thou art the ſame, thy Years ſrl A 
not fail. | | VVößü‚ 
HFlere we may obſerve, that the renth Verſe, Meere 
And thou Lord, Ce. (tho tis a new Citation) ate] 


18 not prefaced with, And, to the Son he ſaith, 
as ver. 8. or with an again, as ver. 5, 6. and ſo 


Lie 


& 
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the God laſt mention'd was Chriſt's God, who 
had anointed him; and the Author thereupon 
breaks out. into the Celebration of this God's 
Power, and eſpecially his unchangeable Darati- 
on; which he dwells upon, as what he princi- 
pally cites the Text for; in order, 1 conceive, 
to prove the Stability of the Son's Kingdom, 
before ſpoken of : Thy Throne, O God, is for ever 
and ever; God thy God has anointed thee, ard 
thu Lord; i. e. thou who haſt promis'd him ſuch a 
Throne, art he who laid the Foundation of the 
Earth, and made the Heavens, which tho of long 
and permanent Duration, yet will periſh ; bur 
thou remaineſt, thou art the ſame, thy Tears ſhall 
mt fail. So that it ſeems to be a Declaration of 
God's Immutability made here, to aſcertain the 
Durableneſs of Chriſt's Kingdom, before men- 
UW tion'd : and the rather fo, -becauſe this Paſſage 
had been uſed originally for the ſame purpoſe 
Au- ia the 102d Pſal, viz. to infer thence this Con- 
are gcluſion, ver. ult. The Children of thy Servants ſhall 
06 WM continue, and their Seed be eſtabliſhed before thee. 
Thy in like manner it here proves the Son's Throne 
0% Would be eſtabliſh'd for ever and ever, by the 
ere, ame Argument, viz. by God's Immutability; 
with and ſo was very pertinently alledg'd of God, 
v0; ithout being apply'd to the Sen; to ſhew how 
and pole bis God, wbo had anointed him, was to 
toe) nake good and maintain what he had granted ; 
be im, viz. a durable Kingdom for ever. 
ea And it gives ſome farther ſtrength to this In- 
erpretation, that the Creation of the World is 
rſe, ever once, that I remember, aſcribed immedi- 
ion) ately to our Bleſſed Lord Jeſus Chriſt, in ſuch John 1. 3. 
wth erms; but conſtantly 'tis ſaid that all things 1 Cor. 9. 5. 


d fo ere made through him, is. And if 'tis never 8 7 
vo id elſewhere in Scripture, that he created all Heb. 1. 1. 


che 


things, 
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things, tis not very likely it ſhould be aid i 
him by the Pſalmiſt, or the Author of this Eph, 
fince there is not full Evidence of it. 


8 
An APP END IX, containing ſur 


Conſiderations on what the Doctor [iy 
concerning the Holy Ghoſt. 
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Annot. on the Com, Prayer, 5 
much the leſs to do. 5 
The reaſon why I ſay he has given up the Pe 
ſonality of the Holy Spirit, (tho he ſometim 
calls him a Perſon ſtill) is, that he has yielded a 
either the only Argument for it, or at leaſt th 
grand Argument, in the Overthrow of * 


1 


MS), 
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Promiſe of the Comforter, viz. the Holy Ghoſt, 
John 16. where the Spirit is ſet forth under ſo 
many Perſonal Notes and Characters; He ſhall 
come; He ſhall guide, &c. eſpecially ver. 1 3. i-, 
I . He, the Spirit, &c. that it has been, I 
think, the only Difficulty that has given the So- 
cinians any great trouble ſmoothly to remove. 
They have pleaded it was a ſtrong Figure, and the 
Doctor ſays it is ſo; and repreſents it as an Alle- 


which we are to underſtand no more, than that God 
or Chriſt beftows the Gifts of the Spirit; and likens 
it to that admirable Proſopopœia, Prov. 8. 22—31, 
So that a Power, or Operation, is ſet out under 
in reality. : 

do not ſay but the Doctor and the Socinians 
have very much to alledge in the Caſe; nor do! 
blame him for complying with juſt Evidence, 
wherever he thinks he ſees it: but then, 1 think, 
he can never retrieve the Perſonality of the Spirit, 
by any ſtronger Argument from the Holy Scrip- 
tures, He may, indeed, offer ſomething for the 
Deity of the Holy Spirit, if no diſtin Perſon from 
he Father; yea, he may do it with Conſent of all 
ſdes. And all his Arguments to prove the Holy 


r:ans of all ſorts, while he grants them their 
Arguments, to prove the Holy Spirit 1s no more 
but a metaphorical Perſon, i 
Not that I think the Doctor was overſeen, or 
nawares was too eaſy in this matter; no, all 
tings conſider'd, he has been wary and ſubtle 
enough. He had one to oppoſe, who is generally 
dok'd on as Arianizing in this point, pleading for 
the real Perſonality of the Spirit, from our Lord's 
Deſcription of him, as a ſubordinate Meſſenger 
W 5 and 


all the reſt muſt fink: and that is, from Chriſt's 


gory and Metaphor, and a Chain of Metaphors ; by P. 204. 


the elegant Fiction of a Perſon, tho it be none 


Ghoſt very God, ſhall be granted him by the Uni- 
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and Miniſter ; and 1 judge, he ſaw well enough 
that if that Deſcription was to be literally taken 
as of a real Perſon, it would prove him one inf. 
rior to God and Chriſt; and there would be 0 
defending his Supreme Deity : and thereforehe 
Tr. 205. calls it a very difficult Paſſage, Hereupon he take 
| ſhelter under the Socinians againſt the Arians, and 
hopes he may defend the Deity of the Holy Spi. 
Tit, whatever becomes of his true diſtin per. 
fonality. For granting the Spirit to be a Perſon 
there was no pretence for an Allegory. _ 
Nor do! find any Argument to prove it ſuch, 
or that the Spirit was not literally ſent as a Ne- 
ſenger : however it be, I can't but obſerve hoy 
gracefully the Doctor ſets the matter off: le 
any yjould think it a diſappointment to find the 
Promiſe of the Comforter ſo interpreted, he 
ſpares no Ercomium upon it; he tells us of Fi- 
gures, Allegory, Metaphors, Proſopopœia; but 
then they are not ordinary ones: they are Fr 
gures, but they are ſtrong Figures; "tis an Alle 
gory, but *tis a noble Allegory; tis a Proſopopeia 

but 'tis an admirable one. 5 
And thus indeed he may very well prove the 
Deity of the Spirit: for take away his proper 
diſtin Perſonality, and who will deny the Dill 
nity of God's Power, or Operations, as Coane 
ting in them their Agent? But this is fo f 
from being a peculiar Chriſtian Doctrine, that 
ſuppoſe no Turk, Few, nor Pagan, doubts ſuc 
Figurative, Metaphorical, Proſopopeia- Perſons, (il 
the Deity) of Attributes, Operations, Modes 
' Properties, or any ſuch Sabellian Diſguiſes. Ant 
indeed when the Doctor is got out of his Meta 
phors, and ſpeaks directly of the Spirit's Perſc 
nality ; I think it amounts to no more: of whid 
hereafter, And this will anſwer all his Arg! 
ings for the Holy Spirit's being the very _— 
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The Queſtion in diſpute is not, Whether 
there be not, in God, ſomething that is call'd 
Sirit; or whether the Spirit, in Scripture, does 
not ſometimes imply what is God: for if God be 
eſentially a, Spirit, then, no doubt, this Spirit is 
God. And this is ſaid of the Father, and ſo car- 
ries no perſonal Diſtinction in it: John 4. 24. 
God is a Spirit. So Pſal. 139. 7. Whither ſball T go 
from thy Spirit? Nay ſince (what none can deny) 
the Doctor owns, in agreement with Dr. Clark, p. 245. 
that the Holy Spirit, in Scripture, ſometimes 
ſignifies the mere Power of God; there needs be 
no diſpute neither, whether this be not God, and 
have not all the incommunicable Characters of 
the Almighty. But the Queſtion is, whather, 
beſides this allow'd Notion of the Holy Spirit, 
there be not, by our Saviour, mention made of John 16. 
an Holy Spirit, who is a diſtin& Perſon from the 
Father (who is a Spirit) in a proper ſenſe; or at 
leaſt who is more properly a Perſon, than the mere 
Power and Energy of the Almighty is? The Doc- 
tor has not ſhown there is any ſuch Holy Spirit at 
al, and the Arians ſay there is, and that he is 
inferior to God; and may well complain that 
their Oppoſers, when they would prove the Ho- 
ly Spirit to be the one God, only bring their 
Proofs in relation to the former Notion of the 
Spirit, or the divine Power and Energy, (which 
Is not deny d) but none that proves the Deity of 
any other Holy Spirit, viz. a Perſon. And this 
is manifeſt in the Doctor's two Texts, on which 
he relies, for evidence of the Holy Spirit's Deity. 

His Argument, from Luke 1. 32, 35. is, viz, 
That ſince Feſus Chriſt is therefore the Son of the moſt p. 200. 
Hg God, becauſe the Holy Ghoſt begat him, it 
follows, the Holy Ghoſt, muſt be that very God, 
elſe the moſt High God was not his immediate Fa- 
tber. But *tis plain, by the Holy Ghoſt there, is 
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meant the Power of God, and *tis ſo explain; 
The Holy Ghoſt ſhall come upon thee, and (or eve) 
the Power of the Higheſt overſhadow thee. Strange 
that one, who ſays the Holy Spirit, in Scripture, 
ſometimes ſignifies the mere Power of God, ſhouli 
pretend any other Senſe here, where *tis ſo ez. 
preſs'd ; and then ſure enough the Power of Go 
will not be another Being from him. But what i 
this to the Holy Spirit, about which the Con. 
troverſy lies; and which is a diſtinct Perſon} 
This is the unjuſt way of, almoſt all, the Wr.. 
ters for the Deity of the Holy Ghoſt ; tho thy 
grant it has different Acceptations, both for the 
Power of God, and alfo for a Perſon, yet they ne- 
ver diſtinguiſh in their Argumeats, but confound 
both together; and becauſe the Divine Power, 
or Holy Spirit, has ſupreme Characters, therefore 
the Holy Spirit, Chriſt's prime Miniſter ( as the 
Doctor calls him) muſt have them alſo : as if both 
were one and the ſame, But by Uiſtinguiſhio 
them, their Arguments are eaſily anſwered, who, 
of one Holy Spirit, prove the Perſonality, u 
that in John 16. and of the Spirit in the aber 
Senſe, viz. the divine active Virtue, prove tl 
Deity, and then put both together into one: 
whereas they ſhould prove the perſonal Holy Spi- 
rit to be God, or that the ſame Spirit which 
is proved to be a diſtinct Perſon is ſo ; elſe the) 
argue not ad idem, in the Deity, and in the Fer 
ſonality ; nor at all againſt the Vnitari ans. 

His other and main Argument is from 1 Cr. 
10, 11. The Spirit ſearcheth the deep things of God: 
For what Man knoweth the things of Man, ſavt rh 
Spirit of Man, which is in him? Even ſo the thing 9 
God, knoweth none but the Spirit of God. Hence the 
Doctor infers, that the Spirit of God is as mv 
that God, whoſe Spirit he is, as the Spirit of 
Man is that Man in whom it is; and 22 
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Spirit of God is as much God himſelf, as the Spi- 
nit of a Man is the Man himſelf, and not a diſtin& 
Being. 5 22 

But, whatever be the Meaning of theſe Ex- 
preſſions, what does this avail towards proving 
the Deity of that Spirit, who is a diſtinct Per- 
ſor, inGod ? For it may as well be argu'd hence, 
that as the Spirit of a Man is the ſame Perſon, 
and not diſtin& from the Man, ſo the Spirit of 
God is the ſame Perſon with God, and not a 
ditin& Perſon from that God whoſe he is: For 
the Spirit of a Man (to which the Spirit of God 
is liken'd) is as much the ſame Perſon with the 
Man, as 'tis the ſame Being; and perhaps ſome- 
thing more ſo: becauſe, in the Mag, there is ano- 
ther different Being beſides his Spirit, but not 
another Perſon. So that it may be as well pre- 
tended that the Spirit of Man is a different Per- 
ſon from the Man himſelf, as (and in the ſame 
ſenſe too) that the Spirit of God is a different 
Perſon from God. And yet this, I think, is all 
he pretends to prove the perſonal Diſtinction 
from, viz, becauſe tis called the Spirit of God ;p. 216. 
and this, it ſeems, as the Soul is the Spirit of 
Man, which yet is without being a diſtin& Per- 
ſon. So that whether by the Spirit of God, in 
this Text, St. Paul meant only \God, who is 
eſſentially a Spirit, as the rational Soul is a Spi- 
rit; or the divine Virtue, and Inſpiration of 
God ; neither of theſe is the Perſon of the Holy 
Ghoſt, which the Inquiry is of, or whoſe Deity 
il, or | HO 

And this is evident, according to the Doctor's 
(at leaſt the common) Principles, that it is not 
their one diſtin& and third Perſon in the God- 
head, that is intended by the Holy Spirit in this 
Text; becauſe *tis ſaid, None (dels) knows the things 
of God, ſave the Spirit of God: which, if appro- 
| | OL priated 


. 210. 


Vet. 12. 


Dictates and Wiſdom of the World. So the 
relates te the Allegory of his Miſſion, ſignifying tht 


Gifts of the Spirit, and not the Being from whom the 
flow; as he ſays a little after of the Holy Ghoſt 


ration of God was the only effectual way of g 


ries, For he does not ſay that becauſe the Spirit 
of God is one with God, in the ſame: manner 
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priated to the third Perſon, would exclude the 
Word, nay, and the firſt Perſon too, from this 
Knowledge; and ſo in proving the Deity of th; 
Holy Ghoſt, would deſtroy that of the Word. 

Indeed I rhink it moſt likely, that the Apoſtle Mſurp 
by the Spirit, here, intends the divine Alan. im,. 
or luſpiration; becauſe, ver. 12. he calls it 1 
aveõ pe T9 k d Oes, the Spirit which comes forth, 
or cut from God: and is oppoſed to the Spirit of 
the World, i. e. the Genius, the Diſpoſitions, or 


Doctor expreſly tells us, This Expreſſion T3 & 06, 


So that there is no reaſon to ſtretch a Similitude, 
for Illuſtration, to its utmoſt length, when it no 
way appears that the Apoſtle intended to ſhew 
more than: this, viz.. how the immediate Inſpi- 


ming to the right knowledge of divine Myſte- 


( 
that the Spirit of a Man is one with the Man him- 
ſelf, therefore it knows the things of God; but ri 
only, as the Spirit of a Man knows the things WH Adi 
of a Man, ſo the Spirit of God knows the things app 
of God, z. e. as certainly and perfe&ly knoms B 


them, or rather makes them known: becauſe the tire 


Apoſtle uſes the Word ſo, I deſire to know, i. e. ga 
(by an uſual Hebraiſm) to make known, nothing cri 
among you, ſave Chriſt, and him crucify d; and the }Whe 
Context requires, or well fits it. And then, it tie: 
the Doctor can ſpare us his noble Allegory, or one and 


Link of his long Chain of Metaphors only, by a ve- ten 


ry eaſy and uſual Proſopopœia, to ſpeak of the Bi tha 


divine Inſpiration, after the manner of a Per- vu 
ſon, the Apoſtle's Words (which are to * Ho 
e e ; that 
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hat God had revealed Myſteries to them) are 
hus ; For the divine Inſpiration diſcovers the ſecret © 
hings of God; for as no Man can make known the 
lings of a Man, i. e. what his own Thoughts and 
purpoſes, and Inclinations are——except' the Man 


5 imſelf diſcovers them; ſo none but the Inſpiration of 
. hath made known the Purpoſes and Mind of God. 
5 on we have receiv d, not the ſubtle Learning and 


Wiſdom of the. World, but this Inſpiration of God, 
that we make known to Men what we have freely re- 
ceivd of God; which things accordingly we ſpeak, 
Nc. So that here is nothing of Difficulty, nor of 

the Controverſy in hand, unleſs it be to ſhew, 
againſt Dr. Clark, and others, that there is no 
real Perſon meant by the Holy Spirit in Scrip- _ 
ture, only the divine Power and Inſpiration, 
which is what moſt Socini ans agree to. bo 


F 
en 


ner Come in the laſt place to make ſome general 


1 Obſervations on the Doctor's New Theory of the 

Trinity in Unity; and to ſhew ſome of the great b 

ngs WF Abſurdities and Inconliſtencies therein, as they 

nzs appear to nme. „„ 

2s BYE But I would firſt take notice that he agrees en- 

the I tirely with Dr. Clark, with Arians and Socini ans, 

.. Nagaianſt the Athanaſians and Trinitarians, in 'the 

bing N cripture-Notion of the Divine Father, viz. that p. 231. 

the be is but one Perſon in the common Seuſe; and that 

, It there is no Almighty God, or Perſon, but he; 

one {Wand that there is no Almighty Eternal Perſon in- 

ve- WF tended by the Character of Son of God there; but 

the I that the Son is a pre- exiſtent, inferiour Alind, 

Pe- wuited to a Body by the Holy Ghoſt; and that the 

ve, if Holy Spirit ſometimes ſignifies the Power and p. 245. 
„ Opera- 


410 
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Operation of God the Father. And it han 


that the Doctor has given the ſame Interpret 


tion of the Baptiſmal Form, Mat. 28: 19. as jy 
Clark had in his Paraphraſe, 
Indeed he makes the San and Spirit of lo 


- Conſideration, than Dr. Clark does; not think 


ing altogether ſo highly of the inferior pre-q 


iſtent rational Nature of Chriſt, nor ſo mg 
maintaining the proper Perſonality of the Hoh 


Spirit, as he. ki 4 
To make amends for theſe, he has ſtarted u 
other Trinity in the Screpture-Father (the hr 


Per ſon in the Baptiſmal Form and Creed.) TI 


fir ſt, he ſays, is nameleſs, the others are the Vi 


and Spirit; all three in the Father of the l. 
Chriſt Jeſus, his only-begotten Son. So that her 
isa Trinity of Fathers, who all have that con 
mon Name, and who all begat the Son of Go 


which he expreſly ſays of the Spirit, and does nat 


ſay the Word was quieſcent in this matter, Nox 
as Dr. Clark has-not afirm'd or deny'd any thing 
about ſuch a Trinity in the Scripture- Father, 4 


not to the purpoſe of Religion, and which in ſont 


ſenſe may be in every intelligent Mind; and fot 


which there is no juſt Pretence from Scripture 
unleſs it be taken from the Attributes and Opt 


rations of God the Father: ſo I can't but judg 


the Doctor's new Scheme as very abſurd, for thel 
Reaſons : . e 

Firſt, His Notion of Perſons in the Godhead 4 
Mounts to no more than Attributes or Oper! 
tions, allow'd by all forts of Unitarians, Hl 
Notion is laid down, pag. 218. where he ſays (0 
the three Perſons) What is meant is pretty general 
agreed, viz. that the Father, Word, and Spirit, i 
they are really diſtinct, ſo that one is not the other, Yi 


are not ſeparate Beings, but one and the ſame Being 


which is the Self-exiſtent God. This is what he ; 
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me things truly diſtinguiſh'd, in the ſame Be- 
ig, is his Notion of Perſons. Now cannot any 
ne ſay as much as this of the divine Attributes, 
wiſdom, Power, Goodneſs, Truth, Holineſs ? 
re not theſe truly diſtinguiſh'd, and yet not ſe- 
arate Beings? Aud indeed he ſeems not to pre- 
end to any higher Diſtinction than that of the 
aculties or Operations of every Mind, by what 


Reaſon or Wiſdom of God, an Attribute or Power of 
im ; becauſe the Scriptures have not declared any 
ach thing : (as if this ſhould not alſo have kept 


pretends not to have any thing from Scripture 
or Reaſon, againſt the Word's being an Attribute 


aſſerting it. But yet it may be ſo, for any thing 
he intends to. ſay to the contrary. And for what 
does he then pretend to write for the Holy Tri- 
ny, or againſt Dr. Clark? Who is his Adverſa- 
77? Who denies a Trinity in the Almighty 


tions, Powers, &c. tho all may not agree what 
Names to give them. | 7 . 
But then he can't tell how to make this conſiſ- 
tent with the Incarnation of the Word only. Tis 
hard to pretend an Operation or Faculty of the 
Soul ſhould be made Fleſh, and not the Soul it {elf ; 
and if ſo, then all the Powers of it are incarnate 
together, And if the divine Nature was Incar- 
nate, then all the Attributes are. included in it, 
and ſo all three Perſons become incarnate, which 
confounds the whole Scheme: And for this rea- 
ſon, a Scholaſtick Trinity, of Modes and Attri- 
butes, has juſtly been rejected with great Con- 
tempt, as trifling with ſacred Matters; and ar- 
ping indeed againſt no body. 


t refers us to, as his Senſe of the Term Perſons.?. 245. 


ie ſays, I da not affirm, that theWord is the internal P. 241. 


im from calling this Word a Perſon.) So that he 


ff God; only he had not enough to warrant his 


God, which he finds in himſelf ? viz. of Opera- 


The 
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P. 220. 


ſhews how neceſſary a real Diſtinction © 


And truly he ſeems to me, at other times, tg 
ſuppoſe that the three Perſons are three dif;# 


means one, conſiſting of the three Beings.. | 


P.218, 
219, 220. 


ſuppoſition, as what may be. And what he mean; 
by God's Simplicity, he lets us know, by ſaying, 


So that diſtin& Beings, or three infinite Minds 
inſeparably united, may conſift ,with his Notion 


farther ſhews, by reſembling the Union ofthe 
Three Perſons into one God, by the Union of 


whom he calls one and the fame Being, which 


ings, and of different kinds, may be one and 


The DoQor's Explication of this Matter) 
a Triangle, touching a Point at one Angle nh, 
| H Bein 

is, to make out the Incarnation of one of th 
Perſons only; for unleſs he ſuppoſes the thre 
Perſons are as much three as the three Angle 
of the Triangle, which are diſtin& Parts, aud 
make up one compound, *tis not to his purpoſe 


Beings ; and that, by one ſelf. exiſtent God, he 
know very well, he ſpeaks of God's ſimple u. 
compounded Being, but then tis only by way af 
It only excludes a Compoſition of ſeparable Part 


of the divine Simplicity and Unity; which he 


the two Beings, Soul and Body, into one Man; 


they are neceſſarily conſtitutive ef; and therefor; 
are inſeparable Parts, (I think of a Man, in his 
Now if Soul and Body, two: moſt diſtinQ Be. 


the ſame Being, in the Doctor's account; I En 
not but the Father, Word and Spirit may be the ditt 


P. 218,19. 


diſtinct Beings, or Minds, and yet make {til 


but one Being, in his ſenſe. I do by no means, of « 


ſays he, ſay the Father, Word, and Spirit are dif- I 
ferent Subſt ances, as the Soul and Body in Man art lo | 
the one material, and the other immaterial: l. e. the 
he is onl& againſt the three divine Perſons be. wh: 
ing of divers kinds, but: ſays nothing , by | 
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heir being diſtinc individual Beings, of the 

ame kind; but concludes, .If the Union of diſtinct 
Subſtances may conſtitute one and the ſame Being, 
an; then the F ather, Word, and Spirit may con- 
irute one and the ſame uncompounded Being, God. 
He cannot well mean, by uncompounded, any 
hing, but not. conſiſting of different ſorts of 
geings, as Soul and Body are; becauſe if he in- 
ends by uncompounded, not conſtituted of three 
iſtin*t Beings. at all, his Inference would be ri. 
diculous : viz. if the. Union of Soul and Body, 
hich are two Subſtances, can yet conſtitute one 
compounded Being, then ſurely theſe three, Fa- 
her, Word, and Spirit (who are not two Sub- 
ſtances) may conſtitute one uncompounded Be- 
ing; fince they then not only may, but muſt 
neceſſarily be one Being : and there could be 


no need to prove that what is not two, may 
onde but one. Indeed he ſays he will affirm nothing 
beef their joint Subſtance, i. e. I ſuppoſe, whether 


it be conſtituted of diſtin& Subſtances. join'd to- 


ofMWecther, or not: but then he cannot affirm they 
az constitute one uncompounded Being, if it may 
vb: conſtituted of three united Beings; unleſs by 


uncompounded Beings, he means one uncom- 
pounded of ſeveral ſorts of Beings, in which 
ſenſe only he allows the great God to be a ſim- 
ple Being and uncompounded, Nor would it at 
all follow, that becauſe two different Subſtances 
may be one compounded Being, therefore three 
diſtinct Subſtances, not different, may be one an- 
compounded Being; unleſs it means uncompounded 
of different ſorts. i 
am ſenſible tis Folly and Raſhneſs to talk 
ſo freely of the Subſtance of the great God, and 
the Conſtitution of his Being; for we know not 
what we talk about, and do but darken Counſel 
by Words without Knowledge; but that the Doc- 
| cor 
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tor's Reaſonings upon it have led me to ti 
ſome notice thereof: and indeed they who 2 
ſo poſitive as to declare it for an Article 
Faith, That the one God and his Son are 6 
ſubſtantial, (as the Doctor in his Preface do 
calling it that Great Truth) ſhou'd, I think, knoy 
well what it means, when they are ſo very fin 
of it. The like I may fay, as to the Meaning 
the Word Perſons in the Godhead, which heir 
not the Scripture-Language, but of Mens ont 
introducing and deviſing ; T may joſtly demadd, 
what their Meaning by it is, And they are juſtly 
to be cenſured, when they voluntarily introduc 
or chuſe and juſtify Terms of Art in great Articks 
and then cannot tell what they mean by their ont 
Inventions, but ſometimes one thing, and ſome- 
times another; thinking to get off by ſaying, l. 
theſe Terms be uſed, till better be 52 in 
their room; às if jt were better to talk at random 
and ſo perhaps fooliſhly and inconſiſtently of th; 
Almighty, than to hold our peace in humble 
and reverent Silence. And therefore the Doc. 
tor's defective, inſignificant, and nncertain Ac: 
count of his Meaning by the Term Perſons, i 
one juſt Objection againſt his Book ; as leaving 
the main Point in utmoſt Confuſion and Obſcurity, 
which it pretends to explain and prove. 
Secondly, I find that inſtead of a Trinity, whid 
he pretends to prove in his way, he has found 
out but two Perſons in the very God; and ha- 
ving loſt the firf Perſon, his Trinity is loſt too. 
He all along ſuppoſes the Term Father to be n0 
particular Name of one of the Perſons in the fi- 
| cred Scriptures, but that it dfhotes the (lb 
exiſtent one God, in which his three Perſons are 
to be found; (becauſe he is ſenſible there is n0 
ſupreme ſelf-exiſtent God, but he whom the 
Scriptures ſtile the Father, and the God and 
| thet 
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be of our Lord jeſus Chriſt : and tells us oft, 


erebpon he racks his Thoughts to find out a 
rigity here: but tho he finds a Word and Spirit 
o ay ſomething of, he cannot find a firſt Per- 


j particular Name diſtinguiſhed in Scripture from 
he Word and Spirit. Where then muſt he find 
this other diſtin& Perſon, whom the Scriptures 
have not once vouchſafed to name; as if only 
he firſt Perſon was of no concern to Men? Why 
ruly he will gathe' 
does he make it out? 


- 


wiſtent God 16 plainly diſtinguiſh'd from the Word 
and Spirit, in that the Word is called the Word of 
od, and the Spirit he Spirit of God; and con- 
ſequently It hey are diſtinguiſh'd from God, whoſe 
hey are. pg 

Now one would be apt to think by this, that 
the Word and Spirit ſhould not be that ſelf. ex- 
ſtent God from whom they are ſo plainly diſtin- 
ruiſhed, as he very truly affirms : And indeed 
at another time the DoQor thinks the Subſtance 


ſome Diſt inction in it ſelf, but not from it ſelf, 
which is more cautious than the other. But then 
to make out three Perſons diſtint from each 
unde other, it was neceſſary to ſay the Word and Spirit 


415 


hat he is never called the Father of the Mord.) P. 237. 


on mention'd; for he ſays, That he is never by p. 217. 


tit by Implication; and ho-. 


All his Evidence is, that in Scripture the ſ:1/- 


— 


P. 216. 


of the ſelf-exiſtent Being will admit only of 


P. 221. 


ha. are diſtinguiſh'd from God, becauſe the Doctor 
too could find nothing to diſtinguiſh em from, but 
no the ſelf.exiſtent God; and yet they muſt be the 
fi- ame with what they are plainly diſtinguiſh'd 
iel from. So that now the Word and Spirit are to 
are be diſtinguiſhed from what Dr. Clark accounts 
no the firſt Perſon, or intelligent Being, the very 
the God, which yet he denies elſewhere. 

Far 8 „ 


P. 235. 


But 
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nat tis a moſt weak Pretence the Doctor 9, 
fers for proof of ſome other third Perſor's h. 
ing imply'd in the Word God, (ſuppoſing th 
Word and Spirit to be not diſtin Beings, hy 
this God, as he does ſuppoſe) - for there is then 10 
need at all of a third Perſon, to juſtify the xy, 
preſſions, the Mord and Spirit of God, by his oy (anc 
Principles, (except that he needs to find out; 
third ſomewhere, to make out his Trinity) be. 
cauſe theſe two alone, viz. Werd and Spirit, vil 


ſu ffice to ſolve all: for if the Word be God, a 7 
the Spirit be God, the very Gd; then the Er. fert 
preſſion the Word of God, may mean the Word of sons 


God the Spirit; and the Spirit of God, may mean 
the Spirit of God the Word; and the Word vit. 
God, may be with God the Spirit : what needs he 
invent a third? Let two ſuffice, ſince he own 
he cannot find any more mention'd in Scripture; 
only let him not call them a Trinity of tm; 
for that is all he can pretend to, in this way 


of proving it. ont we 
And yet 'tis on this mighty Pillar alone that 
the Doctor builds his Proof of the Trinity; and 
of all he ſays in juſtification of the eternal Gene 
ration, and his calling the Word the eternal Son if 
God, without any Precedent in Scripture for ſuch 
an Attempt. Ia a word, all he can ſay, in juſ- 
tification of the Church's Litany, Creeds and Of- 
fices, in the uſe of theſe unſcriptural Terms, 
according to his Principles, relies upon this 
poor Quibble, which I am aſtoniſhed ſhould ſee 
the Light from any Man of his Thought and 
„„ ir 5 
For to argue from the Expreſſions, the Hor 
of God, and Spirit of God (whom he takes to be 
that ſame God) that there muſt be a third Pet 
ſon meant by God, whoſe they are; is juſt as it 


he had argued, that becauſe we read of the * 
| | 0 


— 
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of 4 Man, and the Body of a Man, therefore - 
there muſt be a third thing in Man diſtin from 

both, whoſe they are, tho it have only the com- 

mon Name of Man; when indeed there is no 

more in Man but thoſe two: even ſo, tho there 

were no more in God than the Word and Spirit, 

(and he ſays no more is named in Scripture) it 

might be truly ſaid, the Word of God, and Spirir 

of God + ſo that this does not prove another, or 

third Perſon, which the Doctor ſtill wants. 

Thirdly, I obſerve, that as he has loſt the firſt 

Perſon, ſo even of theſe his remaining two Per- 

ſons, he has confounded the Characters, and has 

left no diſtinction between em: For in ſtraining 

to make the Word in the divine Nature, a Son, (I 

ſuppoſe, to accommodate it to the Offices of the 


vis Church, tho he grants, *tis not according to the p. 162, 
rei acred Text) he has overdone it, and made them 
no ; both Sons, Since the Patrons of the common 


Opinions run wholly upon the Characters of 
Father and Son, in the Trinity they worſhip as 
the ſupreme God, it was needful for him to 
ake ſome pretence for applying theſe Charac- 
ers, which belong to Chriſt's human, to the 
divine Nature; and for that end to make out 


uch be Relations of Father and Son, within the one 
juſ- elf exiſtent God, that as Son he may be eſteem'd 
Of- Wpne of the divine Perſons, and worthy of the 
Ms, apreme Adoration, given him under that Cha- 
this Water, and not that of the Word. _ 

fee BY This was indeed an hard Task! fince he grants, 


he Scriptures kaow no Father but the one God; 
or Son of God, but the Man Chriſt, begotten 
y God, by a temporal Generation. How then 
ill he make out a Father and Son in the Deity? 
Per. , ſays he, becauſe the Word ſubſiſts eternally in p. 217, 
d, as ene and the ſame Being; and becauſe God, 
E. e or 
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| or that which beſides the Word and Spirit, is in Gy 
is repreſented ſo, as that the Word is his; therefm 
we juſtly think, that ſo much of God, as is mt, þ 
a more particular Name, diſtinguiſhed from Wy] 
| and Spirit in Scripture, and is conceived by u; 
prior, in conſideration, to both Word and Spirit, i 
very properly termed, the Eternal Father of ih 
Word, and the Word very properly termed his Em. 

nal Son. Yo po. | 
But ſince both theſe pretended Reaſons ar 
equally apply'd by him to the Word and Siri, 
they prove both to be Sons, or neither; and if the 
Doctor had dealt fairly, he would have fail 
therefore, That Prior thing in God, &c. is ver 
Properly term'd, The Eternal Father of the Word 
and Spirit both; and both Word and Spirit are 
very properly termed his Two Eternal Sons. | 
dare appeal to him, if he did not ſee this, which 
is ſo manifeſt; and if he did not reſolve to 
ſhew the matter thus partially : for, does the 
Word become God's Son, becauſe it ſubſiſts un- 
nally in him; and does not he ſay the ſame of 
the Holy Spirit expreſly? Or Is it becauſe it is 
called the Word of God? And then is not the 
other much oftner called the Spirit of God? | 
not this a brave Foundation for buildiflg the 
Relations of Father and Son, and the Doctrine 
of the Eternal Generation, upon? If the Dottor 
had ſo well confuted, formerly, the Notion of 
the Eternal Proceſſion, he has here brought in 
_— Eternal Generation of the Spirit, in the room 

IC. | 

So that upon the whole, having under the fore 
going Remark ſhewa that the Expreſſions, w: 
The Word of God, and Spirit of God, do not in 
ply any Third thing in God (upon the Doctors 
Suppoktion, that they are that God) which takes 
l | * awaj 


* 
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ay his pretended ground of Sonſbip; I think 
nay adventure to ſay, that the Doctor bas 
t ſuppoſed g nameleſs Father, and then aſſign'd 
im Two Sons, and this (as be grants) without 
"Wy direct Scriptute-Warrant; and yet this he 
' ould have believ'd to be the Everbleſſed Trinity 
fte Chriſtian Faith. Sorry I am that the 
"cred and awful Names of the Father, the Son, 

nd Holy Spirit, in the Goſpel, mould be thus 
"Worted with, and, I wiſh | may not ſay, wan- 
. nly mifapply'd. And when he had, in this 
, oor trifling manner, ſtrained for ſome Pretence 
name the Perſons, Father and Son, methinks 
5 bad been enough to ſay, that, by ſome ſort 
"Vf Analogy, one may adventure to ſpeak of them 
b: but to ſay, Theſe are juſt Thoughts of the 
n Nature, and that for theſe Reaſons (which 
„ haialy are none) we may properly ſo ſpeak; yea, 
the id very properly to0z is | Far! cannot well ac- 
„ont for. The plain trut ſeems to me to be, 
at the Doctor could not make the Scripture 
. preſs Trinity, of God the Father, and his oniy- 
m ANUS Feſus Chriſt, and the Holy Spirit, agree 
cl with the common Offices of the Church; 
ſs therefore he contrived to bring all the ſame 
<< Names into the Firſt Perſon, where, under 
ga ename of Son (which has ſtill the ſame Sound, 
wolle another Senſe) he can ſafely worſhip God 
tine Father with that ſupreme Adoration, which 
= could not give to the Son of God, as tis 
cant in the Scriptures: The Son of God, in 
one Goſpel, ſignifying, as he thinks, only the 
„„ Chriſt, he muſt find, or make another Son, 
in lich is God; and then he can ſay of him all 
dort others ſay and intend, of the Seripture- 
rake! f Gods . 2 
aWa) - 3 
Ee 2 And 
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our eſtabliſn'd Litutgy; ſo 1 cannot ſee how he 


| Nicene Creeds, believe the Son of God, who was 
Worlds; and this as a Branch of the Catholic 


he declares, from the Scriptures, only the Ma 


mental Reſervation) but is that yory ſelf-exiſ- 


An Examination of 

And now I dare appeal to any impartial and 
ſober-minded Man, whether the Doctor found 
this airy, lame, and inconſiſtent, Scheme of: 
Trinity in the Holy Scripture, 'or brought hi 
Hypotheſis with him, and contrived how to force 
and skrew the ſacred Text into a little ſeeming 

To conclude : a am firmly perſuaded the 
Doctor's Notion of the Trinity, is neither ex- 
preſly affirmed, nor ſo much as intimated in 


can reconcile the Paſſages therein relating to the and 
Trinity, to his own Sentiments; or how he ca WI-* 
repeat his Subſcription, &c. with an honeſt Inte- 
grity, (which yet 1 believe he greatly values 
any more than Doctor Clarke can; or how be 
can uſe the Creed, and Forms of Devotion, which, 
without a violent Interpretation, muſt, I think, 
thwart the Senſe of his own Mind. As for it- 
ſtance ; can he, According to the Athanaſian and 


not made nor created, to be begotten before al 
Faith, which the Scriptures teach, when ſo oft 


Chriſt to be the Son of God, who was made and 
created; and that the Word, or divine Nature, 
ws never called God's Son, nor was ever derive 
or begotten at all of the very God, (however be 
might be termed Son, by ſome ſubtle Strain, or 


tent God? Or elſe can he believe the Holy Ghol. 
not to be begotten, when he has given no No- 
tion of the Son's Filiation, but what belongs 
equally to the Spirit, as being as much, accord- 
ing to his account, begotten, as the Word ot 
San is? Can he heartily ſay, God of God, who 

a | KEE, own, 
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owns no derivation of the Son? I imagine his 
Senſe of ſuch Paſſages will not be more tolera- 
ble, or leſs violent, than Dr, Clarke's Interpreta- 
tion appears to him to be. 1 

And therefore if there be ſo much Hardſhip on 
both ſides, in ſubſcribing and uſing the publick 
Offices and modern Creeds; ſo that ingenious 
and conſidering Men are put to their ſhifts (and 
the more conſiderate, the more hardly put to it) 
how to make them conſiſt with their own Senſe, 
and the Scripture-Acounts ; I heartily wiſh the 
Doctor, and all ſuch Perſons, worthy of Reſpect 
or their very valuable Abilities, and for their dili- 
gent Conſideration of religious Matters, would 
in the moſt publick manner uſe their Intereſt, to 
have theſe Matters fairly examined, and as ho- 
neſtly amended, in a regular calm way, where 
there may appear juſt Reaſon for it ; in order to 
prevent the enſnaring or confounding Mens 


Head is not fo able to carry a Collection of nice 


l 
Ai cholaſtick Diſt inctions to the Church, and to han- 
oft le them fo dextrouſly, and apply them ſo nim- 


ly to every Article of a very hard Creed, as 
Dr. Bennet may. 5 
| would defire him to conſider but that one 


ling, of three Perſons and one God, in the Litany 

r bend Creed call'd Athanaſian, what he thinks the 

, or eople muſt mean by three Perſons ? Himſelf con- 

exi- elles, That in common Speech, a Perſon and an in- p. 231. 
bolt gent Being are the ſame; and that in the God- 


cad there are not three Perſons in hi; Senſe. 
\nd yet neither he nor others do give us any 


ongs 

ord · tber determinate Senſe to fix upon. Now, as 
1 or Pne would think, that Words in Common Prayers 

who ould be uſed, as taken in common Speech, becauſe . 


tople naturally will take them in the common 
Ee 4. en 


Minds, in their holy Devotions. Every Man's 
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underſtanding them; or how [| can with heart 


1 profeſs three Perſons in God, I uſe that Ward 
Perſon, as apply'd to one of. the three, in th 


other known Senſe of the Word) to go bot! 


Prehenſion, unleſs there be a weightier Reaſor 


ther Perſon, than either the Doctor, or, by hi 


for inſtead of the one ſelf- exiſtent God, in whon 
he ſays, the whole Trinity is included, viz. ti 


Church intends plainly, in many Inſtances (al 


An Examination of 


ſenſe; ſo if there be no other determinate Senf 
given them, I ſee not how they can avoid nif 


Freedom uſe ſuch Words, which 1 expect vi 
miſlead their Devotions, vix. from one God t. 
three ; And eſpecially, if, in the ſame Creed, when 


more common ſenſe; it will be hard (having nt 


againſt the common Senſe, and the very Senſe o 
it in the ſame Offices. And therefore the Doc 
tor's Inference, from his granting that the Word 
Perſons, is not taken in the common ſenſe, vir 
That therefore there is no reaſon to wrangle about 

hraſe, is juſt the Reyerſe of what ſhould be 
or therefore rather there is reaſon to except a 
gainſt what is out of the way of the Peoples Aj 


for ic, than their Edification. thr 

dare appeal to the Doctor's own Candour in hi Ch: 
molt ſerious moments, if in the courſe of that + 
Prayers in the Liturgy, the Church does not in ¶ ſuc 
tend, under the Character of Father, heavenly EU in 
ther, and everlaſting Father, to addreſs to aun 


Account, the Scriptures intend by that Name 


God and Father of the Man the Lord Jeſus Chrilt 
Ce. (and who is always meant by that relati\ 
Character Father in Scripture, as he declares) i 


ſo in the reſt it will be preſumed to be in 0 
and the ſame uniform Senſe) to addreſs to ol 
one of the divine Perſons, as the Father, vis. 1 
al thoſe Collefs, which end thus, Thro Jeſu c 


Dr. Bennet s New Theory. 
1) Son, who with Thee (i. e. Thee, the Objeck of 


zur Prayers) and the Holy Ghoſt, ever liveth and 
at :7ncch one God for ever. Is not Thee, or the Per- 
vin da pray'd to, plainly diſtinguiſhed from the 


- — 
Eye. — * 5 — - I 
4 2 „ 2 2 * 
E * * 2 — => a> SY 
> — FE 
P l 3: | 
r — — | * 
——— AT » _ * 1 - = ph S \ 
* 5 jo ed _ X \ 
; PIES 
vn. 
-» 


rinity Sunday ? perhaps leſt the People ſhould 
think they did not addreſs all the three Perſons on 
hat peculiar Day; but on other days, it ſeems 
not, that there was any ſuch need of that Cau- 
tion. I know indeed the Doctor ſays, That the P. 260. 
Father can't be worſhipped ſeparately from the Word : 
but I think it appears, it may be intended by 
Men to expreſs their Adoration of but one of the 
-z(onMPerſons ſingly; tho the Doctor may intend all 
three Perfons, under the Church's diſtinguiſhing 
in hi Character of one, viz. the Father, 
f th Since then the Doctor cannot well approve 
ſuch Applications to God, I hope. he is by this 
time convinc'd of ſome Difficulty in interpreting 
many Paſſages in the Liturgy to his own Senſe, as 
well as Dr, Clarke to his: only this may be faid 
lame I for the latter, that he is willing to have theſe 
hon things examined and reformed according to the 
. tall original Standard of Chriſtianity z and owns 
his Interpretation to be harſh. Let the Doctor 
ati de like. minded, and not applaud ſuch Notions, 
4 he confeſſes are not in Scripture exprelly” (and 
(and have ſhewn are not there implicitly,-where he 
z ode pretended it) viz. the Relation of a Father, and 
| on an Eternal Son, in the one ſelf-exiſtent ſupreme God. 
Let him not palliate and encourage what he has 
declar'd to be beſide the ſacred Text, by ſaying 
| | = > never- 


| Mother two, which, with him the Father, conſti- q 
herd ute the one God? = = k 
ae And may it not be for this Reaſon, that the g 
Church, with very great Caution, bas, in the c 
o nffCommunion Rubrick, directed the uſual Words, 1 
both Father, to be omitted at the Lord's Table on 4 
(4 
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more eaſy it will be to ſave the publick Offſcez, 


ſhall ſuſpect any of ſubſcribing or uſing ſuch Form 47; 
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nevertheleſs, tis juſt thinking, and properly, al 
very properly ſpeaking : And that he delires the U 
of ſuch Words in an uncommon (and ſo far: 
dangerous) Senſe, may be continued till better |, 
ſubſtituted ;, but let him endeavour what he can 
to get ſuch ſubſtituted, by them on whom lie 
the Care of the Church for its Edification. hope 
he will ſeriouſly repreſent to them, how much 


Man 
to th 
may. 
[ ho] 
in t 
of G' 
Stat 
ful! 
and 

the 7 


and the Miniſtry from Diſreſpect, when none 


of Devotion, as thwart the true Senſe of their 
unbiaſs'd Minds. „ 5 

I may conceive the more hopes of this from 
the Reverend Doctor, who is not ſo bound up h) 
old Prejudices, nor paſt Deciſions of Synods, nor 
by a ſuperſtitious Reverence for what the Church 
profeſſes; but that he will oppoſe a Doctrine in- 
conſiſtent with the holy Scriptures, oh our Church 
did never ſo expreſly affirm it. Tis honeſtly aud 
generouſly ſpoken! And I muſt acknowledge he 
has not evil-entreated others, who uſe the ſame 
liberty, but with Chriſtian Candor and Breeding 
has pleaded his own Cauſe. | | 

And tho I cannot find the ſele& Topicks men. 
tion'd in his Preface, which ſhaft convince the beſ 
Underſtandings, and ſatisfy every Reader, becauſe 
I my ſelf being among the latter, am not ſatiſ 
fy'd by his Arguments; yet ſhall I be very glad 
it this, or his other zealous Services done or in- 
tended for the Church, may gain him ſuch Eſteem 
and Influence with his Reverend Brethren of the 
Clergy, as may render him of great Uſe to pro- 
mote the Truth, and to recti ſome things, more 
than he has rectify'd Dr. Clarke's Notions of tht 
Trinity; that ſo by approving our ſelves to God, 
in a ſincere Love of the Truth, and by an 2 

; a 4* 
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Manifeſtation of that Truth, commending our ſelves 
to the Conſciences of Men, as in the ſight of God; we 
may, all of us, come to the Unity of the Faith (as 
[ hope we ſhall, after all our diverſity of Thoughts 
in theſe Matters) and of the Knowledge of the Son 


of God, unto a perfect Man, unto the Meaſure of the 
pe Sture of the Fulneſs of Chriſt : that ſo, with joy- 
ch ful harmonious Concord, we may give Bleſſing, 
es, and Honour, and Glory, to Him who ſitteth upon 
ne he Throne, and to the Lamb, for ever and ever. 
wy Amen, i 5 
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. 
Previous NU EST TON 

To THEE _ 
Several Queſtions about Valid and 
Invalid BAPTISM, LAT-BA P- 
ISM, Cc. conſider d, 


V1 z. 


Whether there be any Neceſſity (even upon the 
Principles of Mr. WalPs Hiſtory of Infant- 

Baptiſm) for the continual Uſe of Baptiſm 

among the Poſterity of Baptiz'd Chriſtians ? 


Rom. 1 1. 16. If the Root be Holy, ſo are the Branches. 


It fully appears that Water. Baptiſm was never intended 
by God, but either only, or chiefly, for an Introductory or 
Planting Ordinance, i. e. to attend the Goſpel for a time, at 
its firſt Reception by a People, until it ſhould get ſome Rooting 
among em, not for a ſtanding Ordinance in one and the ſame 
Place 5 whereof good reaſon might be given, &c. ſays Mr. 
John Goodwin, Water-Dipping no Footing for Church. 
Communion, p. 30. 
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Quzre, Whether Chriſtian Baptiſm was in- 
tended by our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, for ſuch 
as deſcend from Chriſtian Parents, and 
are born in the Church; or only for ſuch 
as become Proſelytes to Chriſtianity from 

an Infidel State? 


AM ſenſible it will be look'd on as a 
great Preſumption, to call into queſ- 
5 tion a Practice that has ſo long and 
ſo generally obtain'd among Chriſ- 
tian Churches, as has the Practice of 
baptizing the Poſterity of Chriſtians, whether in 
their Infant or Adult Eſtate 3 and upon which: 
ſo many reſt their Confidence, as on a moſt glo- 
tious Privilege, and mighty Means of their Sal- 
vation: But as I am one who admit no Plea of 
Preſcription againſt Truth, ſo ſhall I judge it a. 
ſuffcient Defence agaiaſt all ſach popular and 
weak Arguments, if once it can be made appear, 
that from the beginning it was not ſo practis d, nor or- 
dain d. And tho 1 do not poſitively aſſert, that 
according to the original Inſtitution of Jeſus 
Chriſt, none but ſuch as came out of Infidelity 
fere to be baptiz'd; yet I profeſs I very much 
; queſtion 


— —— — 


=» = 2 
— — 1 
* ! 


_ 
A 


* 
* 
N 2 
1 


N 

JO 

>, 

ks * 
* 


430 The Previous Queſtion 
queſtion whether it were not ſo; and therefore 
deſire a fair Solution of the Difficulties which 
I apprehend: are not duly confider'd, by then 
who plead for. the Baptiſm of ſuch as are born gf 


* 


and educated under Chriſtian Parents. 
The great Ground of this my Doubt atiſa 
from that fundamental Proof of nfant-B aptiſn, 
taken from the Uſe of Baptiſm among the Jen, 
by which Proſelytes were wont to be initiated, 
as tis ſet forth in Mr. Wall's Hiſtory of Baptiſn 
(which has put me upon this Eſſay) and many 
others before him. 2 ES 
Tis well argu'd by the Learned Pædobaptiſt, 
that our Saviour's Command to baptize, being 
general, muſt in all reaſon be ſuppos'd to mean, 
that it ſhould be done according to the known 
common Practice of Baptiſm (if there were any 
ſuch Practice) which his Diſciples well underſtood, 
and had been acquainted with. Otherwiſe it had 
been moſt neceſſary for our Lord Jeſus to have 
made ſuch Exceptions from the general Method 
of Practice, and ſuch new Rules as his Diſciples 
were to obſerve, and which they could not learn 
without ſome farther Direction, than his general 
Command to go and baptize, For our Saviour 
Mat. 28. only bids them G0 and baptize all Nations, &c. he 
19. adds not one word of Limitation or ſpecial Di- 
rection about the Subject, of Baptiſm. So that if 
the Jews had been accuſtom'd (as Mr. Wall aſſerts, 
and with very probable Reaſon too) to diſciple 
Infidels, whether Infants or Adalt, by paper 
them into their Communion ;3 there is no ju 
doubt to be made, but that our Lord, ſpeaking 
among Fews, and bidding them, Go and diſciple 
all Nations, baptizing them; did leave em to un- 
derſtand it of their practiſing it under the like 
Rules, and upon the like Subjects, as was uſual 
among the Jews already. Twas indeed to bea 
8 Baptiſm 


relating to Baptiſm. 


e ea'to all Nations; but no other Exception was 
rade from the known Rules of Baptiſm : and 
| therefore Mr. Wall, in his Introdu@;on, has upon 


this very Principle built his Argameat, and very 


of Chriſtian Baptiſm, becauſe they were ſo of the 
wih. 5 l . : 

hem can I ſee any room left for a modeſt and 
ingenuous Denial of the Inference, fuppoſing the 
Premiſes to be true, viz. That Baptiſm of Pro- 
ſelytes and their Infant-Children, was an uſual 
and known Practice among the Jews in our Sa- 
viour's Days on Earth. I muſt confeſs I cannot 
ke any Argument for Infant-Baptiſm ſo forcible 
as this, taken from the Practice of baptizing 
Jeniſh Proſelytes 3 nor does Mr. Wall ſeem to me 
to rely on any other, without this, How Mr. 
Val can reconcile Infant-Baptiſm to the Method 
and Office for Baptiſm, preſcrib'd by the Church 
of England, is another queſtion z by which the 
Child is ſuppos'd to be a Believer, and by its 
Sureties does profeſs, I believe, and I deſire to be 
baptix d; which an Infant not grown up to Un- 
derſtanding will not eaſily be ſuppos'd capable of, 
ſo that it ſeems tacitly to be intended only for 
actual Believers: and by this one Conceſſion, great 
c {Advantage is afforded, and ſome think the Cauſe 
" Wis in effect given up to the Antipedobapriſts, 


is only an Argument ad hominem, or againſt the 
1 Church, and weakens not the Cauſe of Infant- 
” bsptiſm in general, which is ſo well eſtabliſh'd 
'S {lupon his main 7 opick, viz. the antient Fewiſh 
Practice of baptizing Infant-Proſelytes; and 
which I ſuppoſe Mr. Wal is more concern'd to de- 


erer ſo well — 1 1 


ſtrongly infers, that Infants are the due Subjects 


1 ; who plead only for Believers Baptiſm. But this 


paptiſm into another Religion, and to be exteènd- 


bad, than the Office of a particular Church, tho 


432 


Mr. Wall, after others, has made it highly pn 


Matter of Fact, I take it to be a Teſtimony of ve- 
ry great Force, and not to be lighted by ſuch x 


of ſuch a Practice at all. 


Joh. 1. 25. 


baptizeſt thou then, if thou be not the Chriſt, nt 
Elias, nor a Prophet? They wonder'd not at pro- 


The Previous Queſtion 
I know the Antipedobaptiſts do not admit th 
Evidence to this Practice of Fewiſh Baptiſm in o 


bable at leaſt, from very many Teſtimonies 
the Jewiſh Writers, who, I think without ay 
one diſſenting Voice, allow the Fact. And th 
the Teſtimonies be from Fews ſince Chriſt's ting 
(we not having any of their more antient Wi. 
tings, except the Sacred) yet ſince they who bel 
knew their own Traditions that were current 
among them; and eſpecially of a viſible open mu. 
ter of Fact, as this of Baptiſm was, and fron 
whom only one can hope to underſtand: their on 
Hiſtory of Facts, not recorded expreſly in Scriy- 
ture; ſiuce they, I ſay,do unanimouſly agree in thi 


cannot ſay half a quarter ſo much, indeed Gan 
ſay nothing at all, for proof of the Negative: 
The Pretence of Rabbi Eliezar's denying any ſuch 
Cuſtom among the Fews, taken from Sir Norw 
Mnatehbul, is ſufficiently expos'd at the end of 
Mr. Wal's Introduction; being indeed no Deniil 


And indeed beſides the mention of a Feniþ 
Baptiſm, by ſome of the antient Chriſtian Wri- 
rers, to which they oppoſe the Chriſtian Baptiſm; 
*tis hard to be deny'd, that there is a broad lu- 
timation, even in the Goſpel it ſelf, of ſuch 1 
known Practice among the Fews in John the Bar- 
tiſt's time, in that Queſtion of the Phariſees, H 


ſelyting by Baptiſm; for they ask'd not, What 
meaneſt thou by this Action? as they had pro- 
bably done, had it been a novel and ſtrange Cere- 
mony; but only they demand by what , 


. Jelating to Baptiſm. 


rho were already of the true Church and Faith; 
znd therefore without ſame new Diſpenſation 
(for eſtabliſhing whereof there needed at leaſt 
ſome great Prophet) he could have no Authority 
o baptize or proſelyte among the Fews. They 
ſpeak as if they. knew ſuch Baptiſm' to be of that 
great Importance, that none but one authoriz'd 
to introduce à new State of, Religion, might au- 
thorize this Practice of it. How come they to 
ſteem it of ſo much more Signification than other 
ceremonies, which they ſcrupled not to admit 
pon leſs Authority than of a great Prophet? I 
ſuppoſe *fwas becauſe they had been accuſtom'd 
o ſuch a ſolemn Uſe of it, as that of proſelyting 
Perſons to the true Religion, fa 

lowa this is not expreſly nor demonſtratively 
to be ſhewn from the Text; but I ſee no Senſe of 
It ſo fair and natural as this. And therefore ta- 


cho the former Teſtimonies, for the antient Prac- 
tos tice of Baptiſm among the Jews, I think that all 
of Weaken together, ties the Argument ſo hard, that 


he Antipedobaptiſts cannot ſolve it, nor offer half 
lo many Probabilities - either from Reaſon or 
Teſtimonies, againſt this Matter of Fact, as are 
brought for it; I mean for the Uſe of baptizing 


n; {roſelytes into the Fewiſh Religion: ſince they 
[0- en neither find one antient Fewiſh Writer who 
1 enies this Cuſtom, whilſt ſo many affirm it, nor 
„ one of them who own the Uſe of Proſelyte-Bap- 
„im at all, that ever denies it to have extended 


to Infants, as well as to others, | 
Eſpecially are theſe Teſtimonies of the Fewiſh 


Yo * 2 . g ” 
nat Writers of greater weight, becauſe this very 
ro- MF raRice which they report to have been of ſo an- 


tient a date, did ſtill remain among them: for 
| muſt confeſs, that if it 75 not been of = 
1 I 5 8 | F | An- 


king this only for a ſtrong Preſumption, added 
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e thus made Proſelytes, 5. e. among the Jews, 
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434 be Previous Queſtion 
Antiquity which it pretends to, +iz. before Chrip, 
time; I cannot ſuppoſe it would ever have h 
come a Cuſtom among the Fews afterward. Woll 

they begin to proſelyte Perſons to their Relivin 

by Baptiſm, in imitation of the Diſciples of 54, 

of Nazareth, whom they held accurſed ? The 
would never ſo far own him, as to bring in a ne 
Inſtitution in conformity to his Command; wid 
Innovation among them could not but be take 

great notice of, and *tis likely would have het 
obſerv'd and remark'd by ſome Writer, Jewiſh, 
Chriſtian. Tis of no force to ſay, that the lt 

ter Jews might pretend Baptiſm to have been a pou 

old Practice among their Nation, on purpoſe thit 

the Chriſtian Religion might be thought to bo 

row from theirs ; ſince this was never denydh 

the Chriſtian Church. We know that Chriſtians 

are but engrafted into their Olive-Tree,of which the 

were the natural Branches; and that we are bull 

Rom. 11. on the Foundation of their Prophets; that Chil 
Eph. 2. 20. jnſtituted his Supper after the manner of the 5% 
cænium, at the Paſchal Supper of the Jews, ail 
borrow'd many Cuſtoms from that Church 
Chriſtians ſuffer nothing by owning this, nor un 
there any Contention about it to prompt tht 
Jews to forge an Evidence in the Caſe. So th 

if this Proſelyte-Baptiſm were taken up by th 
ſince Chriſt's time, it muſt have been a mere li 
novation in imitation of Chriſtians ; which whe 
ther that be molt likely, I leave any one to judg? 
For my own part, I am much more ready to 
lieve their own Teſtimonies to the Antiquity 
„ that Practice, as being antecedent to Chriſt's In 
ſtitution of Baptiſm, as their Paſchal Poſt- canin 

was to his other Inſtitution of the Lord's Supper. 

But then, if theſe Premiſes be true, and til 
Inference for Pedobaptiſm be juſt, both whid 


Mr. Wall ſtreauouſly maintains; I cannot fee bi fn 
8 a 


relating to Baptiſm. 

mother Inference will be equally juſt, tho not ſo 
rateful to Mr. Wall, viz. That then none of the 
"WEoſterity of Chriſtians deſcended from baptiz'd 
a rents or Anceſtors, in a continu'd Chriſtian 
ine, not interrupted by open Apoftacy from 
hriſtianity, are bound by Chriſt's Inſtiturion to 
e baptiz d. And ſo both Pedo and Antipædobap- 
n will be in great meaſure ſilenc'd at one blow. 
To make this appear, we muſt conſider that 
r. WalPs and the 1 Argument hence 
or Infant-Baptiſm, has no force but upon this 
round alone, viz. that our Lord Jeſus giving his 


wh ommand to baptize in general, without any 
oc or Limitation, did leave his Apoſtles to 
Fra pply Baptiſm to all the ſame Subjects as the ewe 
ere wont to do; and therefore to Infants as well 
n sto others. And it will be ſaid, that for the 


0 other Subjects than the Jewiſh Baptiſm bad, 
hich was never apply'd to any of the Offspring 
fBelievers, born in the Church. For Mr. Wall 
rc 35 fully prov'd, by the ſame Authority which 
_ "Wridences their Cuſtom to baptize Infant-Proſe- 
tes, that the Jews never did baptize any that 
ere born of Parents who were proſelyted be- 


her re ; and that *twas a Maxim among them, H- 
* baptix ati habet ur pro baptix ato; 1. e. The Child 
wenn one bapti x' d, is accounted as one baptiz'd 
00: ſelf. It ſeems that the one Sanctification of the 


o Ents was to them and their Iſſue, unleſs they 
t off the Entail by their Apoſtacy to lafidelity. 


cording to the known eſtabliſh'd Rules of the 
ems, it follows that he no more allow'd them 
reby to add any new Subjects of Baptiſm, viz. 
chi c as the Offspring of Believers, than to bar 
e bn Of the former allow'd Subjects of it, 5. e. the 

lant-Proſelytes born in the Uncleanneſs of In- 


me reaſon. the Chriſtian Baptiſm was to have 


So that if our Lord left bis Diſciples to practiſe 


Ff 2 ſdelity. 
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juſt as it was before : ſince there is no more wir 


Mat; 28, 
1 9s 


| fidelity. If Mr. Wal's Argument be good, i 


us Chriſtians, if they were not ſo among the Fen: 


tice of Baptiſm ; and ſo einn, Aer funda menu pes 


- The Previous Queſtion 
leaves the Caſe, as to the Subjects of Baptiſn, 


rant from Chriſt's Inſtitution to add, than toi 
miniſh; or to baptize born Members of the 
Church, than to cut off the Infants of new Pro. 
ſelytes. i WW 
Nay, if we conſider well Chriſt's Commiſiol 
to baptize, it ſeems directly to reſpect only th 
Proſelytes from Infidelity : Go diſciple (i. e. pſy 
lyte, ſays Mr. Wall) all Nations, baptizing thm, 
*T was upon their going to convert the unbelie- 
ving Gentiles, that they were empower'd to baps 
tize 'em; ſo that where there is no more proſe 
lyting, there may ſeem to be no more baptizin 
intended. And as none, I think, can preten 
that the Jews by Nature were accounted Proſe 
lytes among the Jews; ſo neither can ſuch as 2 
born and educated in the Chriſtian Church, anc 
of Chriſtian Parents, be counted Chriſtian Pro 
ſelytes. How then come the Poſterity of Proſe 
lytes to be the Subjeòs of Baptiſm now, amo ren 


when at the ſame time the Cuſtom and Practice d 
the Fews is own'd to be the Rule of Chriſt for th 
Practice of Baptiſm among Chriſtians? , 

So that Mr. Wall muſt either allow, that By 
tiſm may ceaſe among Chriſtian Churches when 
no Converts from Infidelity come in, and ſo pied 
the Cauſe to the Socinians; or if he ſtill plead f 
the baptizing the Offspring of Chriſtians, he mil 
own that he goes quite off from his own Prin 
ples, and can. never juſtify it. by the Jewiſh Pralther 


Argument for Infant-Baptiſm, after he had tak! 
Pains to eſtabliſh it. And to what purpoſe doe 
he call the Antipædobaptiſts to obſerve Chriſt's l 


ſtitution, interpreted by the known Jewiſh Pri Pure 
: Tm 2 * 5 tc * 


relating to Baptiſm. 437 

ice, when he himſelf is no more guided by it 

han they? Twill be expected that he either 

econcile his Practice of baptizing Chriſtians ho- 
bpoſterity, to the Jewiſh Rule of not baptizing 

he Children born of Proſelytes; or that he re- 
Pounce his Opinion, viz. That Chriſt's Command 

5 to be prackis'd according to their known Rule, 

yhen he ſays, Go and baptixe. And if he do this, 

e will have a hard task to anſwer his own Argu- 

nents e 8 
The Sum of what I juſtly gather from Mr. Wall's 
argument, is this; Jeſus Chriſt has required his 
Jiſciples-to proſelyte and baprize the Nations : Now 
tis known how-the Fews muſt needs underſtand 
ach a Precept, vi⁊. according to their own Uſage, 
vhich was to baptize Proſelytes and their Chil- 
uren born in Infidelity, but not any deſcended 
tom them: And therefore let us go and do like- 


WV 1 ö 
And this ſeems to be built on good Reaſon, 
from the Nature and Deſign of Baptiſm 3” which 
feems not to be intended for the waſhing away 
the Pollutions contracted in a State of Chriſtiani- 
5 for then *twere uſeful to repeat it often upon 
hriſtians 3 but only the Uncleanneſs of Infidelity, 
hen Men were Aliens to the Chriſtian Church. 
hey who came of a polluted abominable Stock, 
and Enemies to the Church of God, had reaſon 
o be ſymbolically purify'd by Baptiſm, becauſe 
they were held for profane and unclean, till na- 
uraliz d and engrafted into the Holy Church. 
But being thus naturaliz'd, it ſeems to be for 
hem and their Poſterity all at once. Their 
Deſcendants are a holy Rice of courſe; for ſays the _ 
Apoſtle, If che Root be holy, the Branches are alfs Rom. 1. 
holy: there needs no new engrafting of the natu- 16. 
ral Branches, Waſhing is not appointed for the 
Pure and Clean, but for the Unclean : Now the 
lee iBofg 5: -* OR 


1 Cor. 7. 


_ cleanſed in their Parents Baptiſm; juſt agreeahj 


ready by being of Chriſtian Parents, what ned 


that laſt mention'd Text to be too forc'd, wiv 


as like a Shift to ſerve a Turn, as the other. 


tho only the Father were a Believer, the Chil 


The Previous Queſtion | 
Text ſays expreſly, that the Children of Chriſt 
Parents are not wnclean, but they” are holy, or yur; 
i. e. by being come of cleanſed holy Parents, | 
ſeems they are accounted as already baptiz d, a 


to the Fewiſh Maxim aboveſaid, Tis a ſtrany 
Inference of ſome, that Children muſt be baptir 
becauſe they are ſaid to be holy or clean, wha 
the End of Baptiſm is to cleanſe and make hoy; 


and if the Apoſtle ſays, they have that Effect i. 


of Baptiſm can be proy'd, where the Perſon h (om 
already politically and relatively holy, and WF 
all the real Cleanſing and Holineſs, that is tobe then 
ſuppos'd to be wrought by ſuch external Rites 
Purification ? 


As I take the Antipedobaptiſts Interpretation 


think by being holy is meant being legitimate; wbere- 
as none are ever ſaid in Scripture to be dw 
Saints or Holy, merely for being not Baſtards : f 
1 judge Mr. Wal's Senſe to be no leſs violent, and 


He underſtands it of a Holineſs by being baptizd, 
as if the Apoſtle had ſaid, Elſe were your Childra 
wnbaptiz'd, but now they are ſanctiſy d by Baptiſm 
But how can this be a Conſequence of the fore 
going part of the Text? The unbelieving Wife bu 
been ſanctiſyd (i. e. has been baptiz'd, as Mr. Wal 


expounds it) by the Husband, elſe were. your Chil 
dren unclean, (i. e. would be kept unbaptiz'd) u id 
nom are they holy, or Saints, i. e. they are general Ch 
baptiz/d, and ſo become holy. See his Hiſt. of 1 bn 
Bapt. P. 68. I ſay ' tis no juſt Conſequence which be * 
makes the Apoſtle to draw; nor would it follon | 
that if the Husband do not prevail upon the un- Int 
believing Wife to be converted and baptiz d, thai an 
then the Children would be unbaptiz?d 3 becauſe he 


+ mitt 


relating to Baptiſm. 

nicht be brought to Baptiſm, if nothing elſe 
inder: and ſo in this ſenſe the Children would 
ot be unclean, tho the unbelieving Wife were 
ever baptiz'd, So that this is not to be taken 
x the Apoſtle's Meaning. | * 

And therefore Mr. Locke's Paraphraſe, which 

r. Wall calls abſurd, without ſhewing why, may 
ret ſtand; viz. that by being holy, is meant that 
uch Children are not in the ſtate of Heathens, 
ot born Members of the Chriſtian Church; not pro- 
ane Aliens, but pure and natural Branches of the 
Common-wealth of the Chriſtian Jrael. Which 
ſeems to be all the Holineſs which Ferom judg'd 
them capable of, when ſpeaking of this Argu- 
ment, and allowing a relative Holineſs, ſuch as 
belong'd to the Veſſels of the Tabernacle, he 
adds, that nothing can be properly holy, but what 
has Senſe, and fears God. Iis not then want 
of Baptiſm, but want of Senſe and Capacity, that 
hinders their being real Saints: and relatively 
they are ſuch, antecedently to any Baptiſm. Nay, 
they are really Saints in deſign, or to uſe Ter- 
tullians Words, Sanctitati deſignati, deſign'd for 
real Holineſs : by the Advantage of their Birth, 
and in the Intention of their Parents, and the 
Proſpe& of a Chriſtian Education, they are the 
Expectants or the hopeful Candidates of real 
Piety, whether baptiz'd a-new or nor, as far as 
jet appears. PU 2 

It ſtill ſtrengthens the Preſumption on this 
ſide, that in all the Hiſtory of the Apoſtles and 
Churches in the Act of the Apoſtles, we find not 
one Inſtanice of the baptizing of any, that were 
born of Chriſtian Parents, either Infants or Adult. 
he Antipedobapriſts demand an Inſtance of any 
Infant being baptiz'd, and the Pædobaptiſts ask for 
an Inſtance of any Adult Perſon's Baptiſm, Who 
had been born of Chriſtian Parents; but neither 
I F f 4 . 
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_ that firſt Hiſtory of the Churches, running thro not 


The Previous Queſtion 


Side can produce any Evidence; no, not in a1 pot 


a Series of near thirty Years, in which time mul. A 
Litudes, no doubt, were born of. Chriſtian pz. our 
rents, and grown up to Maturity and Manhood: Tex 
and yet not one of em is mention'd to be bay. Wil cons 
tiz d; tho of many Proſelytes tis often obſerwd as 2 
So that it looks at beſt doubtful, whether au derſ 
born Chriſtians, or the Seed of Proſelytes wer on!) 


baptiz'd, any more than the Seed of the 5e, - 4 
Proſelytes were. Nay, ſince the. baptizing tie of 
holy Seed of Proſelytes was beyond the known of! 
Rule and Cuſtom of the-Jews, in their Uſe of Bay: Ml tiar 
tiſm, 'twas the more neceſſary to have been ta. pos 
ken notice of in that. Hiſtory of the Ads, if the ¶ wo! 
Apoſtles ſo practis'd: becauſe it does not at all Ml tha 
appear in Chriſt's Inſtitution, . that he intended gel 
ſuch a Variation from the common Rules of tie Soc 
known Fewiſh Practice, and therefore. it requir'd Ml abo 
to be made plain by the Hiſtory of the Apoſtles MI bar 
After - Practice. For if neither the original Inſti» WW zu- 
tution of Chriſt, nor the After-Practice of the Bll ag; 
Apoſtles, do warrant this conſiderable: Alteration tia 
In the Practice of Baptiſm, I cannot ſee how it Do 
ſhould be known, or from whence Chriſtians MI tiſ 
ſhould be able to infer it to be a Duty. im 

So that upon the whole matter it muſt be to 
own'd, that Mr. Wal, from the Guſtom and bl: 
Practice of the Jews, has indeed urg'd a very il th: 
ſtrong Argument againſt the Antipædobaptiſts, and Bil pu 
news well, that Infants along with their proſe- WI wi 
lyted Parents are to be enter'd into; the Chriſtian ti 
Society by Baptiſm. But then *tis juſt as ſtrong il 2 
an Argument againſt himſelf, and all thoſe who Bil ſo 
are for continuing Baptiſm among the Poſterit) li. 
of Chriſtians, His Argument eſtabliſhes Infant: re 
Baptiſm ; but then tis of no Infants, Bor oth : 


o . - 4 


br Gho were bork in Infdelity, r of Parents 
not Chriſtian. „ i IRE TH Le 


our Lord to have laid upon Baptiſm i 
Text, John 3. 5; it can only relate tb fuch as are 
converted from l afidelity : Norvcould' Nicollemus, 
as a Maſter: in Iſrael, be ſuppos'd to have un- 


relating to Baptiſm. 
And therefore whatever weight the pr oli 
that 


terſtood bim otherwiſe 3 ſince with the Jews, 


only ſuch were Subjects of Baptifſm. 


And now when there is ſo much appearance 
of force in this Argument, againſt the Neceſſity 

of repeating Baptiſm to the Poſterity of Chriſ- 
tians, that an honeſt Mind may well be ſup⸗ 
pos: d to be convinc'd and determin'd by it; one 
would wonder what occaſion Mr. Wall had, for Introd. 
that poor, invidious, and, I believe, falſe Sug- P- 54. 
geſtion: Tig eaſy, ſays he, to gueſs what ſwayd 
Socinus into the other Opinion, viz. his Deſire of 
aboliſhing the Doftrine of the Triniiy; whichꝰtwas 
hard. to accompliſh, ſo long as Perſons' were Conti- 
nually baptiz'd into that Faith: As if Sotinus was 
againſt that Trinity, which he judg'd the Chriſ- 
tian Baptiſm to relate to; or would have that 
Doctrine aboliſh'd, which he underſtood Bap- 

tiſm to countenance, For 't is certain he never 
imagin'd, that Baptiſm into the Name of one, 

to whom all Power was given, could be a reaſona« 
ble Proof of that Perſon's Supreme Deity. So 
that *tis much more likely he was ſway'd. by the:-- 
pure Force of the Argument here inſiſted on, 
without the need of any other Prejudice. But 

tis hard to gueſs what Iway'd Mr. Wal to ſuch 

a. mean Suggeſtion; whether his great Prejudice, 

ſo oft vented againſt the Socinians, or his Wil- 
lingneſs to make his Reader ſlip over the true 
reaſon of Socinuss being of that opinion. For 

it is a pretty crafty way of ſome Writers, when 
they find their Adverſaries produce a ſtrong Ar- 
on _ gument, 


| 
vs 98 
$; | 
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442 The Previous Queſtion 
gnment to ſupport their Opinion; inſtead d Mafan 
anſwering it fairly, they fall a gueſſing why 

elſe may biaſs them, and-infinuate fome flende 

or odious ſecret Reaſon, when they have give 

an open and more likely reaſon for themſclye; 

which their Oppeſers find ſo troubleſome, tha 

they had much rather ſtart ſome new imaginar ll Eſte 
Reaſons for them, which they think they cal 
better deal with. But Mr. Wall will be above this 
Method, who has obſerv'd (which on this occa. 
r. 6. ſion comes to mind) that a great Stock of Lian 
ing does not always cure that Narrowneſs of Soil 

by which ſome are inclin'd to do any mean and ful 

thing to favour 4 Side, or ſet up a Party; which 

the heavy load he lays ſo unmercifully upon the 
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id illuſtrious Grotius, upon no ſufficient occaſion, | ll an 
1 judge, if the Matter alledg'd were truly ſtatel Ml Lon 
5 and conſider'd. : can 
1 I know not how early Inſtances Mr. or al 
4 any other can give of the Baptiſm of Children; Ml riſ 
if or the Anti pædobaptiſts of the Baptiſm of any adult ll thi 
" Perſons, that were born in Chriſtianity, He has Wl cle 
i ſhown that all the antient Inſtances which the Wl Of 
4 Anti pædobaptiſts bring of adult Perſons being bap- 
* tiz'd, are of Perſons moſt probably born of un- Bll ti 
. proſelyted or Infidel Parents; and that there is WM Ba 
+ but one Inſtance (and this very obſcure and mo- th 
. See Hiſt. dern) to the contrary, viz. in Greg. Nazianan, Wl 01 
| 7. 283. Which is too late to be valu'd in an Inquiry after JW he 
4 the Original Practice of Chriſtians, being ſo late b! 
i as the fourth Century, Now if Mr. Wall, on the | 

. other hand, cannot find any Inſtances of Children I bi 
1 of baptiz d Parents, who were baptiz'd in their ju 
f | Infancy, 1a early Antiquity (as I think he has not þ 
| pretended to do for the to firſt Centuries) | Wi bl 


think it follows hence, that there are no Iaſtances 

._ To be found either on one ſide or the other; i. . f 
neither of the Baptiſm of any Adult, 4 = b. 
nfan | 


b am nm, nn 2 
—_—— LET = 


— — te, Sn 
—— pb i PE, 
as, Sw 2 — - 4 
3 . + * 
- 
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is a great Preſumption that no ſuch were bap- 
ird: However others, both Infants and Adult, 


u night be ſo, viz. among new Converts from 
at Even Tertullian himſelf, tho a Man of no great 
u nſteem by Mr. Was Account, ſeems to me to 
make a difference between the Iſſue of Chriſtians 


and of Pagans, as to the Needfulneſs of Baptiſm ; 

he ſays (in Mr. Wal's Citation) That no Birth, Hiſt. p.22. 
almoſt of the Heathens, is pure or clean, but that 

the Apoſtle has ſaid, the Offspring, of either Parent 
ſanftify'd, are holy willing to be underſtood that 


is Wil they are deſigu d for Holineſs, and by this to Sal- 
be vation; otherwiſe (i. e. in any other Caſe, viz, of 
Ian unclean Birth) he would have minded em of the 
el Lord's Decree, Except one be born of Water, he 
cannot enter into the Kingdom of God; that is, he 
or Wil ſhall not be holy. It ſeems Chriſt's Rule for Bap- 
z tiſm was not judg'd by him to extend to other 
| than Heathens proſelyted, who had that Un- 
as i cleanneſs to be waſh'd away, which the Chriſtians 
be Offspring had not. | 
Þ- And for the Fancy, that by the deſignates ſanc - 
0- i titars is intended, that they were deſign'd for 
is WY Baptiſm, I ſee no ground for it at all; but ra- 


ther that they were delign'd for Holineſs, with- 
out any particular Baptiſm: whereas, in others, 
he ſuppoſes Holineſs to be the Conſequence of it 
by Chriſt's Decree. 5 . 
However, be his meaning what it will, as I 
en build not on it, ſo J ſcarce think Mr. will 
eir i judge of the Primitive Practice by Tertullian's 
lot oy mes or Advice, which is not very favoura- 
le for early Infant-Baptiſm, or for appropri- 
ces i ating the Act to the Clergy z eſpecially in a Bu- 
. fineſs wherein he writes with ſuch Uncertain- 
ty and Iaconſiſtency, and was certainly in the 
ts r —— CO 
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even of Chriſtian Parents, is in St. Cyprian's time; 


who knows which began firſt; whether the com- 


of proſelyted Parents, than of communicating li- 


. ito hs 


1 Ep 


2 


— — 1 
ä 
n - > 
8 x 
— 


Th; Ned ) 


* * 


wrong, either in allowing the Baptiſm of Infants Wh” 
or in pleading for the delay of Baptiſm to ripe cont 
Years, by ſuch Arguments as he uſts; ſo tha em 
he ſeems not to know fully what the Pradia Auen 
of the Church, or the Duty.of Chriſtians wasi iſ"! 
that Affair; or perhaps the Practice, was not ſet. oer 
tled then, but. wavering and various. be! 

The plaineſt and fulleſt Evidence in Antiquity 25 


which Mr. Wall brings for baptizing the Childreg 


but then there is as plain Teſtimony from that Ay. 
thor de Lapſis, that it was cuſtomary to give the 
Euchariſt alſo to Infants: And if this was an li- 
novation and-an Error in the. Adminiſtration of 
the one Sacrament, *tis no wonder if there ſhould 
be an Error as to the Application of the other 
alſo. Superſtition begun tb ſpread” apace; and 


municating the Infants of Chriſtian Parents, or 
the baptizing them? So that unleſs more early 
Inſtances can be given of baptizing the Offspring 


fants (which, Auſtin judg'd ſo antient as to account 
it an Apoſtolical Tradition) I don't ſee any better 10 
Authority from Antiquity for the one than for the n 
other; and both may ſeem to ſtand on thejſame 


ground. The antient Practice will then give us ne 


no more true Light into wp r Practice, Wl *" 


as to Baptiſm, than it will do as to the Apo- ot 


ſtolical Practice in the Euchariſt; if the one was tc 


corrupted, why. not the other? Both might po- * 
ſibly be apply'd beyond their due bounds, and ex- il ” 
tended to wrong Subjects: when once Men plac'l 
more Virtue. in theſe Rituals, than was meet, no 


— 


more than was at firſt intended. 


- * * 


1 know Mr. Wal takes ſome notice of the Ad- 


I 

e 

wonder if rhey were fond of applying em to (Wl | 
f 


vantage, which from his Argument redounds to 


Soci⸗ 
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nes Opinion, i. of - the. no-neceſſity. of * * 
ts ay REC be CASES SUD + 15. 
per continuing Baptiſm to Chriſtian Poſterity; and 
nn eems to enter ſome Caveats againſt the Conſe- 
ic quence J am drawing from his way of proving 
i nfant-Baptiſm: but he is far from obvigting or 
ets overthrowing this Conſequence by any thing that 


he has fuggeſted. He endeavours to guard him- 

it ſelf, by telling us, 55 3 5 3 5 $i | 
Object. 1. That there never was any Age (at leaſt Introd. 

ſince Abraham) in which the Children that were ad- p. 55. 

mitted into Covenant, whether of Jews or Proſelytes, 

had not ſome Badge of ſuch their e To 

this I anſwet, 1. If it was ſo before Abraham, 

this is enough to ſhew. that *tis not neceſſary al- 

ways to be other wiſe. Many things were us'd all 

| along in the Church from Abrabam's time, that 

are laid aſide under the Goſpel; and indeed the 

time ſince Abraham, amounts to no more than juſt 

the Few:ſh Diſpenſation that began in Abraham, 

and was more compleatly eſtabliſh'd under. Moſes. 

2. No ſuch Badge of ſuch Admiſſion was ever 

in any Age neceſſary, without a Divine Com- 

mand; and therefore if there be no Command 

for ſuch Admiſſion by Badge, there is no ſuch rea- 


* 


ſon for it, as of old. But, | 
3. The Matter of Fact aſſerted by Mr. Wall is 
not true; for even ſince, Abraham's time, yea 
and ever ſince that time, the Female Children 
of natural Jews and Proſelytes were admitted in- 
to the Jewiſh Church, by virtue of their Deſcent 
and Birth, without any new Badge requir'd in 
order ..to their Admiſſion : for that theſe Fe- 
males were wont to. be admitted by Sacrifice 
ever ſince Abraham's time, nay ſince Moſes's time, 
Mr. Wall. has confidently aſſerted, but cannot 
prove; nay, that in any Age it was neceſſary 
for them to be admitted by that Ceremony, he 
cannot ſnew; nor did God ever require any e, 
Bo | EC ching. 
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Inſtance of the Divine Method with his Churg 


Methods, if he ſo admit ſome under the Goſpel: 


and Proſelytes were admitted by Circumci ſion. 


they were wont to baptize, as Mr. Wall owns 


apply'd, but the Queſtion is how Baptiſm was 


The Previous Queſtion 1 
thing. If the Jews had lately introduc'd ſuch: 2 dif 
Caſtom (which yet he has not made appr 
*tis not to be quoted for a Precedent, or as 2 


when 'twas only an arbitrary human InjugRig 
at moſt. So I turn Mr. Wal's Argument again} 
him, and ſay, That if there never was any Ag Wil 
in which God did not admit divers Perſons in. ſon 
to Covenant, or into his Church, without ay 
viſible Badge of that Admiſſion in their own per. 
ſons, then it will not be unſutable to his former 
Diſpenſation, = 

0j. 2. He ſays, The Male Children of Jen: 


Anſw. i. I allow it; bot then it was becauſt 
this was particularly requir'd of them by God, 
and probably for ſome other reaſon (proper to 
their Conſtitution) than admitting 'em into the 
Church; ſince the Females were admitted with- 
out it. Let ſuch a Divine Ordinance be pro- 
duc'd for baptizing the Offspring of Chriſtians, 
and it ſball ſuffice with me, elſe there is no Con- 
ſequence in it. To ſay, that becauſe the Jews 


circumcis'd the Children of circumcis'd Parents fo 
at God's Command, therefore we muſt baptize Wl; 
the Children of baptiz'd Parents, tho contrary Wil 1 | 
to what was practis d by the Jews, is quite be» . 


ſides the meaning of Chriſt's Command, For, 
2. Ladd, That the Jews Practice of Circumci - be 
ſion, is not the Chriſtians Direction for the Prac- 
tice of Baptiſm ; becauſe our Lord Jeſus did not 
bid his Diktivles to baptize as they were wont 
to circumciſe among the Jews, but to baptize as. 


Therefore *tis no matter how. Circamciſion was 


ſo; and if Baptiſm was wont to be practis'd in 
5 N | | a 


relating to Baptiſm. 
a different Method, and on different Subjects 
from what Cirenmciſion was, then tis plain our 
Chriſtian Baptifm, which Chriſt requires to be 
regulated by the, Jewiſh Baptiſm, ought to be 
conform?d to the known Rules of Baptiſm, and 
not to them of Circumcifion. Ee 
Nor can any Ne to urge Parity of Rea- 
ſm in the Cafe, becauſe it cannot be made ap 
pear that ſuch Circumciſion of the Infants of 
ews was not either a mere arbitrary Injunction 
of God, or elſe founded upon ſome particular 
reaſon, proper. to the State of that People, whe 
were to be kept ſeparate from all other Na- 
tioos. In the latter Caſe there will be no Part 
of Reaſon, and in the former no reaſon at a 
from the Nature of the thing, being God's So- 
vereign Pleaſure, which is at liberty to vary 
And as to the Nature or intrinſick Goodneſs of 
the thing, there feem'd no Excellency at all in 
ſuch a Badge, as Juſtin Martyr well obſerves, of 
Circumciſion 5 In fpgnum, datam circumciſionem, Dial, cam 
non tanquam opus juſtitiæ, quidquid enim ad juſti- Tryph. 
tiam virtutemque pertinent, etiam feminis Deus 
dedit, ut ex æꝗquo ber poſſint. DE, 

But adds Mr. Wall; St. Paul ſays, Baptiſm 
ſerves inſtead of Circumciſion, calling it the Circum- 
ciſion of Chriſt, Col. 2.11, 12, But what then? 
hope it does not follow that the Subjects of 
Baptiſm muſt be juſt the ſame as of Circamci- 
ſion, becauſe there may be ſome common uſe of 
both. They that were baptiz'd into Chriſt, as 
the Coloſſian Proſelytes had been, were ſpiritually 
circumcis'd, and mortify'd to Sin, as much as 
the Jews who were circumcis'd with hand: but 
this does not argue that all Chriſtians muſt be 
« baptiz'd, fince as the one half of the Jews Poſ- 
eerity were capable of this inward ſpiritual Cir- 
; 8 © mciſion, without the external Circumciſion, 
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and 


tte uſe of Baptiſm, by the Advan 


4 14 
1, 
4 
! 
1 
t 
bl 
44 
x 
bn, 
11 
f 
11 
Y 
” 
* 
* 
4 
3 
1 
4 
4. 
2 
d 
14! 
v4 IF 
= 
[1 
9 
{ot 
wy? 
B 7 
* 
oy 
19 
! 
ii il 
1 1 
. 
754 
* i 
U 
* 
41 
} * 
We 
1 
by I 
4 
we. 
Ax 
WY 
1 
5.8 
* 
* 
* 
9 
4 
x 
, 
o 
[1 * 
tg N 
in, 
: 
1 
oy 
'ilFK; 
n 
„. 
. 
. 


x L 
4 
| - 
4 Ls 
i 
£8 


hes 


— 
7 —7 
—” 


— — 
><. — — 


= —_ _ EET © "ads — 

= ; 5 — 2 — 0 — 

— 0 > _ <> aig — 5 63 = 
4 wy * — 


Ins ; 


The Previous Queſtion 


and were in a ſort held for circumcis'd, or cler of." 


© 


by virtue of their Deſcent from .circumcis'd N the « 


rents; even ſo may, the anden of Chriſtiay 
Have his e Circumciſion, without an 
other Haptik than that of their Chriſtian py. 
rents, which in a ſort, may be held to be virty, 
ally the baptizing of their whole Race and Oft 
ſpring. This. intirely depends on the Will o 


— 


the Lawgiver, which Mr. Wall has not made ap- 
pear to he, . that. the Seed of Chriſtian Proſelyts 
Thould. be bäptiz d, any. more than the Seed o 
in Protelytes were 6. „ „ --..-., - -.- 
| if it be ſaid, Baptiſm is neceſſary, even for 
ſuch as are born in Chriſtianity, to engage then 
more ſolemaly to dedicate: themſelves to G00 
perſonally, and ſo give them a quicker Senſe of 
their Duty and Obligation, than they can be 
conceiv'd to have by ſuch a general relation to Mbapt 
God and Chriſt, as riſes from their, being come 
= Chiikian Farents;: one i. 2 


| at | SA ACN ALE = Ez n 

_ 'T anſwer, 1. That if we muſt be directed in iſco | 
the ule of Baptiſi : Advantages we ima» BiWaced 
gine it may be made ſerviceable to, .then it ſcem: 
as neceſſary that we often repeat our Baptiſm, 
to revive our Obligation, after many years are ſdoig 
paſt, and the freſh, ſenſe of that Solemnity i 
worn off. So that this Argument (unleſs the 
Divine Command. makes a difference) has as 
much force: in, it, for often renewing Baptiſm on 
others, as for renewing it upon Children, who | 
have been already engag'd to God; and in ſome Wi 
ſort have been baptiz'd in their Parents Baptiſm, fate 
and are born in Covenant with him. TH 
2. I judge one may have as lively a Senſe of 
his Anceſtors Baptiſm, and their Engagement 
for themſelves and their Iſſue, as for his ow 
perſonal Baptiſm in the Incapacity of bis Infancy, 10 
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.cxelating. to Baptiſul 


the other, which is to him the fa 


. | thing. 
3. There are other ſuſficient ways to revive 


ligious Bonds, viz; : — religious Duties 
di 


„off our Prafeſſion, and in particular by the Lord's 
- Supper. | 701 - fv 


quir?d-to be: baptiz'd 4 yet what harm can there 
be in renewing it to their Poſterity, tho it may 


1 


7 


ao6 be neseffary dul 1, 274 1% fo 
.:1; I ſay, as tothe harm of doing it, there 


t 
1 WI vill be no more nor leſs harm in baptizing the 
children of Chriſtians; on a Suppoſition that they 
be already: ſanQtify*diin their Parents Baptiſm, 
e than there is in rebaptizing Perſons once duly 
o baptiz'd, or reordaining Miuiſters ! ance duly: or- 
e dain'd; 'tis only: doing a thing with great So- 


lemnity in God's Name that is needleſs, and to 
00 purpoſe, un leſs ſomething elſe can make it 


i aeedful befdes Chriſt's. Inſtitu tion: 
2. If it be not neceſſary to be done, then I 
madd, that tho there ſhould be no great harm in 


doing. a: thing not neceſſary, yet there may be 


5 ereat harm in not leaving others to their liberty, 
he Nad in urging; the neceſſity of ſuch perſqnal Bap- 
as tiſm, in order to Church-Communion; if it be 
00 rot commanded by Chriſt, All needleſs Occa- 


lions of Contention are hurtful; and therefore 


ne tho l would not meaſure my Duty: to God, nor 
n, rater pret his holy: Command, merely in accom- 
_ odation to any outward- Intereſt, no not that 


f external Quiet and Reſt from contentious. Di- 
lions, at the expence of Truth (ſince our Lord 


self, will have Truth profeſs'd, tho it prove 
½ N occaſion of ſetting Families at variance, Bro- 
of N G g ther 


* , 


the Senſe of our Duty to God, and of our re- 


Perhaps: ſome may ſay, Suppoſe it be not cer= 
tain that any but immediate Converts: ate re- 


449 
of which; he has no more remembeaige than ß 


450 
Mat. 10, 
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| This will eaſe us of many bitter Controve. Ea 
ſies about Baptiſm, as whether by Immerſidu dt Med 


rents, and ſtil} own Chriſtianity, as they under. 


way of ending Scruples as to the Subjects d 


| The Previous Queſtion 

ther ag ainft Brother, the Mother ainſt the Dauphiy; 
and the Daughter againſt the Mother) yet if whi Wh 
J advance be conſiſtent with Truth, I ſhall thin; yr. 
it the better for having a good tendency i 
promote Peace, and taking away many occaſion; iii © 


of unhappy Strife among Chriſtians, as 1 jade Wiſe 1 


it will, For | 


Effuſion? Whether Infants or Adult Perſons ax 
to be baptiz d in a Chriſtian · Church? Whethe! 
by Biſhop or Presbyter ? Since we are all gene. Curt 
rally deſcended from ſome or other Anceſtor, ! 
that no doubt have been regularly 'baptir: i 
Nay this may probably ——_ to be of is | 


the Chriſtian Church ſtill; tho not baptiz d them Mud 


ſelves, while they are the Seed of baptiz d ei in: 


ſtand it. Nay this may give great eaſe to the el: 
Clergy, and particularly to Mr. Wal, who it ten 
very much againſt the Doctrine which involve; th War: 
Baptizer in endleſs Scruples, which Infants he nn 
baptix e, and which not: and therefore is for Bay Wi © 
2 of all Children, the Owners of which dei ¶ an 
Baptiſm for them. But tho this be a compendiou def 


Baptiſm, yet even ſtill there are many Scrupk 
will meet him again at another turn on his Prin- 
— For 1 
If every Chriſtian muſt have a particular Ba 
tiſm duly adminiſtred to himſelf, and may not eceſ 
be admitted to the Euchariſt without ſuch Bap- ion, 
tiſm, then *tis incumbent on the Adminiſtrator 
or Presbyter to examine into the Validity of the 
Baptiſm of every Communicant: As whether it 
ever was baptiz'd, or not? By whom? Whetli 
by a Catholick, or a Schiſmatick, or * 


- Hardie to Baptiſm: 3 451 


Whether by A e or a Soc, Whether 
one ofdainU-atight, or an Intruder ? 1 con- 
es! dont think theſe Matters are inquir'd into, 
in order td oftifitanidn either With the Chur ch 

# Diſſenterz, exckpt in Hine Polats b. the An- 
ifedobay tilts, who uſually place their main 
Veal in this Article; yet 1 Taft Fink theſe are 
edle Queffiois E 1 muonicant, 
f a tric authentick B neceſſary to 
+ N Commufrion, and to Salvation among 
iriffians. 

It would be Kard 1 to 4 teffion Mr. Was great 
te in theſe 0 tally not there are, 
$ he m_ A Sicinlans in the Church, 
Ind ont of it ai whom he has eas'd his 
Mind, by 3:7 1 4 Aicha e of his heavy and 
nety e Liebe och Argument; and 
ier 4 mmunion in Worſhip with 
hem, who” 0 bellere Jeſus Chriſt to be in bis beſt 
lttire of ffuire Dithity and Capacity i.e. ſay the 
litarians, in ottter words, to be the firſt-begot- 
# of the Sede, or that the Father is greater 
un, be, as Chriſt himſelf ſpeaks.) I ſay, no 
teftion but Mr. Wall takes care that he has no 
ich Cottimunicants in His own Pariſh, and 1 
ink he catitfot admit any, of Whom he is not 
rin-ſationally affär d, that they were baptiz d by 
ond Catholicks. This is not a matter to be 
boſely ſappos' d it the general; if Baptiſm be ſo 
eceſſary to Salvation and to Chriſtian Commu- 
ion, as he ſees. to ſuppoſe it to be. 
-atot 1 do indeed yy 8 e Alk him, that if he and 
tee Unitarians, Ariat, or Socinian, do worſhip 
er leo differeitt Gods, as he is inclinable to Chinks r. 72. 
tha cannot be too wary in admitting em. I can- 
rick ior ſte, ſays he, that w# worſhip the ſame God, 
Vhe-WW"ce our Go is "Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt ; 
— 8 2. i. e. 


„% —— - FR Cn gal 


—_y_— cy Co 6. 


Col. I. 15. 


452 | 
i. e. the Unitarians take the Jae Command, x; 
Thon ſhalt have no gtbe 


Iſrael; t 


ſeveral. ſorts of Trinitarians have different Cons 


Gods : Our God, ſays one Trinitarian, is Ting 
Infinite Minds; but, Tays another. ſort, our Gol 
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cording to the, Letter, Thou 


le 
Gods but Me. But Mr. er d A have. no. oth 


gterprets i I 


4 
uf. , us Tie 
and therefore the 9 0 d 95 Fs ot "gh 000 


Boe. then let, Mr. Wall - conſider 100 hat 000 


hat if. the Un worſhip the true God 
Mts . * 5 : 55 th he God au 


Taler of our ord; Teſus, a ; Tame 60 


which Jeſus Chriſt N 70 ip 4c * = Beyer is 


to worſhip any dal l. is Father) then it fol lon i * 
that if Mr. Wal, 10 len 1 4 another God, "tis not tha 
that true GH; - and chers he will hardly for 
have the Honour Ry deres the, Socinians with, Arto 
of being zam wear 2 \whits Turban in OP! 
Stambole. He mult 25 en go a litfle farther of, od 
and among ſome of the remote Indians may per. But 
haps find ſome Aide with i whom. to have an) 


brother ly and unenyy' d Commu * H Lonly nen- Che 


5 tion this, to ſhew: him the Conteanence of his "nc: 
' raſh Zeal; not that I think he really is for aut 


ther God than the Sdcinians or Arians, tho d 
that God he may have other Notions, as the 


ceptions of him from each other. I pray Go 
preſerye him from gratifying his Paſſion and A. 
verſion to Arians, &c. at ſo dear a rate, as the 
renouncing the true God for their believing in 
him, or the admitting many Gods becauſe they: 
hold but one. 

At this rate, how many different Gods 2 
an envious Mind tax the Chriſtians with ? Thus 
the ſeveral ſorts of Trinitarians will have ſeveral 


is but one Infinite Mind, with three Modes ot 
Somewhats, « Ec. 12 they gat t Worhip i 
| me 


* 


velatbig to Baptiſm. - 


„ame Gan c 9 Mr. Wat. So the 4-- 
„en, and Can will have two Gods; for 
i {ſs one fide, Our Got is of a VAure holy and 
« good, he can't will Sin and the Miſery of his 
Creatures: Our God, ſays the other, does will 


and decree Sin, and makes hien do it, to pleaſe 
himſelf in their Damnation, as an Act of Sove- 
reignty; Ergo, we have not the ſame God, nor 


thod which Mr. Val is ſetting up! _ 
Many have wondred how it' comes to - paſs 


Ns | | HE "YT% | a 5 
ot {ſtat the Vnirarians,” who have the moſt to ſay 
N themſelves, and whoſe Arguments are ſe- 
th, rous, ſober andi pertinent, by Confeſſion of their 


Oppoſers, ſtiould yet be run down with more 
Odium and bitter Cenſures than any other Sect: 
But the Solution is not difficult; for when once 


Ne 75 S | 
-n Church, of by the ſacred” Ties of a beneficial 
his lacome, are 6blig'd to ſabſcribe, or openly: pro- 
10- [ounce the undoubred everlaſting: Perdition of their 
of Brethren, rhen'the next thing likely to be done 
the Þy a confiderate Man (whoſe Heart ſmites him 
TA for it, as a harſh uncommon piece of Cruelty) 
ais to deviſe, and ftrain, and aggravate Matters 
ss ill as he can, that he may make thoſe Perſons 
the MW look ſomething like ſuch as are fit to be thus 
urs d and damn'd by him; fince curs'd and 
hey damn'd, with-great-Solemnity, they muſt needs 
be: Leſt if they ſhould be thus cenſur'd without 
gut Cauſe, that Text, Judge not, that ye be not 
ho j-4g'd, Mat. 7, 1, 2. might bode them ill, and 
eri frighten them with that ſame Damnation which 
u ith .fuch undoubting Confidence they have o- 
30% penly denounc'd againſt their Brethren. That 
ot therefore they may be able to perform their 
tte part heartily, 'tis requiſite to make things look 


G g 3 28 


of the fame Nature. This is a fine healing Me- 
5 j x 


any Party, either by the Conſtitution of their 
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of an early Education therein, and a ſtrong Bigſs 


4 


The Previous Queſtian 


as bad as poſſibiy they can on the Unitarz Milltianit 
fide, and to — * theſe worſhip another Gol himſ 
and blaſpheme-Jeſus Chriſt, Gc, that ſo withay be de 
relenting, they Aſs | 1 Open view, chearful; ling t 
offer em up to the ſorel In nation of God far 

ever; which if they do eſcape, *ravill be with, 
out much Thanks due to the Piſciples of yi, 
This is the more unreaſogable in Mr. Wy 
for that he has given us two Characters of fan, 
damental DoArines, which will go. very far to 
clear. the Uniutarians from the. Charge- of Error 
in Fundamentals: Three Perſons. in one and the 
ſame God, or Infinite Mind, being, never ex- 
preſly or clearly and plainly delixer'd in 2 
Text of Scripture, whatever proof, be pretended 
from remote Conſequences, which ſome ſincere 
Perſons cannot perceive, no not with the help 


too from great worldly Intereſt, which are pof 
wont to blind the Eyes ia favour of the loſing 
ſide of a Queſtion. Nor was it in the next place 
put into the moſt antient Creeds, witneſs the 
common antient Creed, call'd, the Apoſtles Creed; 
nay even the Nicene Creed never determin'd the 
Equality of the Third Perſon to the Father, and 
therefore a part of the Conſtantinopolitan Creed is 
tack d to the end of it, and now-a-days it pil 
ſes all together for the Nicene Creed, as the 
Learned well know. „ 

But to return (after this Digreſſion made ne- 
ceſſary by Mr. Vall's Warmth againſt the Unit 
rians) to the Argument of Baptiſm; I am fer- 
ſible one Queſtion may ariſe, from what hs 


been ſaid about the not baptizing the Seed a anc 
Believers, viz. Whether a Perſon may comm. ter 
nicate at the Lord's Table who is born in Chri- re: 
EE” ra OR LS tianity 15 


relating to Baptiſm. | 
tanity of baptiz'd Parents, but has not been 
himſelf — * in Perſbn ? But tbis will eaſily 
be determin'd by what has been ſaid, accord- 
ing to the Strength or Weakneſs of my main 
Argument. LT oo 
For tho Mr. Wall fa 9 Of all Abſurdities none 
on 


wer maintain d that the 


baptiz d Parents, for baptiz'd Perfons by virtue 
of their Chrifttan Birth, he muſt either ſhew 
that the Ofipring of Believers were in Perſon 
baptiz d in the early beginnings of Chriſtia» 

nity, or there will be ſome ground to ſuppoſe, 
that what he accounts an Abſurdity was the 
firſt Practice; and that Chriſtians did communi- 
cate by virtue of their] Birth-Privilege, as the 
Seed of baptiz'd Parents : fince they who were 
bound to communicate, were not (as far as yet 
22 bound to be, in their immediate Per ſons, 
And if we look to the Jewiſh Cuſtom, in rela- 
tion to the Poſtcnium of the Paſſover, whence 
our Lord took the occaſign of inſtituting his 
Supper, we may find yet more countenance for 


our Suppoſition, in that all the Female Commu- 


nicants were admitted without Baptiſm, or any 
other requir'd Badge of Initiation; ſo that the 


were but ſuch as deſcended from circumcisd Pa- 
rents, tho the Males, on ſome other account, 


were to be firſt circumcis'd, Wheace it appears, 
that if we make the Caſe of Admiſſion to the 
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be Unbaptic d ſhould commu - 
icatez yet if he will not allow the Seed of 


Lord's Supper parallel to this, we can only ſay, - 
That ſuch as are requir'd to be baptia'd, mult 


be ſo before they communicato, and no others: 


and then this reſolves the Buſineſs into the ex- 


tent of the Command for. Baptiſm, whether it 
reach to the Seed of Proſelytes, or ao t; other- 


wiſe there is no neceſſity from: the nature of 


| ſolemaly laitiated, by a Ceremony before com. 


Party, nor Prejudice to ſerve (which ſcapcel 
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* 
2 = * 


. The, Previous Oueſtion 


Sins, 
being 
prom 
Faſti 
gener 


the Ordigances "themſelves, that all, ſhould he 


municating. 41 %% „ | 
Now upon the Whole; as 1 have no [atereſ, 


A 
any ut a Layman can truly ſay). ſo 1 am not ze 
dogmatical, nor poſitive ig the Matter, but only Will bar 


propoumd it as a Problem: Nor will 1 violently of th 
defend it, but:ſhall be altogether as well pleas! Part 
to ſee. my, Argument fairly confuted, as any one initi 
ſhall be to undertake it; and will conclude with ous 
Mr. Baxter's Words (in his Cat holick Communin this 
doubiy defended) 1 flatter no Party, and I lool v 


nate 
gain by none : I have gather d no Church to depend are, 
on for Kindne, 4 nor is the fear 7 4ſpieſog them 4 nurt 
Wal. to ” ee 112 ſpo 


, ; - 


in . 


9 11160 


An POSTSCRIPT. 


5 : 2 \ 
f Vs * 2 wt A 


#1 Was never peremptory in my Deter. 
mination of this Problem, ſo 1 am ready 

o 'give what Arguments 1.can, whether it be 

2 the one ſide or. the other ; 3, and therefore, be- 
cauſe the following Paſſages, may be thought 
to give ſomelight into the, Queſtion,, Jabink fit 
to ſet them down here. 
Fuſt. Mari in bis Apol. ſpeaking of the Eu- 
chariſt, ſays, Jo which none is admitted, but who- 
believes our Doctrine to be true having been nab 
in the Laver "of Regeneration. for. the Remiſſion of 
Fon 3 Sink, 


4g * A 
R 
% 


relating to. Baptiſm" © \ 457 
Sins, and living \ as — = A many. — 
being convinced do believe ide things welten, Bid 
promiſe to ius according as Yom, after Prayer ant 

Faſting, are led by 45 rovthe Water, aul art re- 
generated after the ſams manner al me 'alfo'werec 

And to the ſame purpoſezoſay the 'Cintit* Ap. 
Let none eat of theſe thing, who is not initiated, L. 3. c. a5. 
but thoſe only who have been baptix d into = Bd... 
of the Lord. But if any one (not initiat A) i 4 1 
Partuker thro ignorunce, inſtruct him quit ly, and 
initiate him, that he may not go out and deſpiſe 
you. To theſe general Expreſſions, I may add 
this particular Paſſage, that is more determi- 
nate; where ſpeaking to Chriſtians, the words 
are, Baptixe your Infants, and bring em up in the L. 6. c. 3. 
nurture and admonition of the Lord. Which if | 
ſpoken, as I think they are, of proper Infants 
in Age, will, I confeſs, ſhew the continued Uſe of 
Baptiſm, in Chriſtians Poſterity, to be intended, 
ſo far as this Authority ean carry it :-and that 
tis indeed ſpoken of little Infants before Inſtruc- 
tion, 1 think appears, | 

1. In that theſe vima, or little Children, are 
diſtinct from the Carechumens, the baptizing of 
whom is made another diſtinct Article, which 
follows, c. 18. Inſtruct the Catechumens in the Ele- 
ments of Religion, and baptixe them. So that they 
are not the ſame with the Catechumens. 

2. The Method preſcribed is different : the 
Catechumens were firſt to be inſtructed, and then 
baptized z_ but theſe_ Infants were_r9_.he_bape 
tized, and then inſtructed. Theſe ſeem to be the 
Children of Chriſtian Parents, and the other to be 
Proſelytes, who were to be firſt inſtructed. And 
the ſame Method of previous Inſtruction ſeems 
Wl 2% to be uſed with the two forts, 


[os We as * CD ww * 


* 


5 : | 3. There 
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458 The Previous Queſtian, &c. 
3: There is a difference in the Phraſe, your lu. 
fants, and only the - Catechumevs, to expreſs : 
nearer and more natural Propricty in the one, 

as Parents, than in the. other. 

So that I think theſe Conſtirutions 90 bereb 
favour the Practice of Infam- Baptiſm among Chrif 
tians: Tho, it can never ſtand upon that Foot, 

on which Mr. Wal and others have ſet it, viz, 
_> L the antient Practice of the Jews. And let theſe 
7-<4+ things weigh what they will, I thought it- but fair 
to lay em before the Reader; as I wou'd dothe 

like in any other doubtful Controverfy, in ors 
der to the beef of OO Fr | 
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. Title-Page of the Narrative, I. 15, read vader rofl. 
p. 255, — for. this read thy. P P. 280. I. 17. read coblinge 
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PREFACE 


. ſwer in the following Treatiſe, has cer- 
234 tainly ſet off bis Arguments with a great 


CIWS deal of Addreſs and bandſome Flouriſh. 


= =. I believe few cou d have ſaid more upon 
the Point, tho perhaps ſome wou'd bave choſen to ſay 
leſs. The Extract of my Inquiry in the Hague-Jour- 
nal ſeems to have given the Occaſion of bis Diſſer- 
tation. Thad traced tbe learned Dr. Mill, xa? tas, 
to whoſe accurate Labours, little that was new cou d 
be added. Mbat few Remarks I may have made, 
to clear or ſtrengthen ſome Arguments, Mr. Martin 
bas not always taken notice of; ſo that I thought at 
firſt be had only ſeen the Extract, till I obſerved be 
bas cited the Pages which are not inſerted in the 
Journal. | FT | | „ 
I commend his pious Zeal for the Credit of the 
Holy Scriptures, but do nor think bis Inference juſt, 
VIZ, that, if the Text in debate be found not genuine, 
it is rational to ſuppoſe the fame thing may have 
happened to ſome other Texts whereon the Faith 
has been founded. For if our Faith be juſtly founded 
| f HARE upon 


468 


upon any Text, tis becauſe we have better proof of in 
Authority; and if we have not, *tis not Faith, hy 


lie ve this Gentleman cannot give ſuch . another Jy. 


yet the Paſſage of Jofephus it ſelf$. upon. ſuch lan: 


The PREFACE. 


Credulity, which is no Chriſtian Virtue. And I be. 


ſtance of one important Text rel) don, which is n 
better. proved than this; nor admits any one elſe, un 


Evidence. Nor can I think that Mama true Friend t 
the Honour of Chriſtianity, who declares it muſt ſtand 


or fall with this, or (if there were any) other Texts th 
in the ſame Caſe. + © Eo A 
Since therefore he agrees to this, that we ought to bi. 
reject this Paſſage / if tis not Scripture; and 1, Wl G 
that we ought to receive it, if it be ſo; we are mt 
to fright our ſelves with Conſequences, to engage ow ch 
| Paſſions on one- ſide or on the other, but ſeriouſly, and tr 
in the Integrity of our Hearts, to inquire and exa- C 
mine to the bottom, whether it be a part of Sacred ol 
Writ or not. Only I muſt, obſerve: that twas not tr 
fair to ſay, . It turns only upon the Silence of ſome Wil tv 
antient Writers, and the Omiſſions in ſome Greek Wi be 
Manuſcripts of St. John's Epiſtle, and that nothing te 
elſe can be urged; when we do urge the Omiſſion of be 
all the Greek Manuſcripts, and earneſtly deſire bim 
to direct us at leaſt, to one, before he bars us of this Wil "i 
Plea, and alſo the Omiſſion in all the genuine antient ri 


Greek Writers, as far. as appears. And till this Exa. 0 
mination be over, and full Satisfaction given, he ſbuu Wil | 
not, I think, have called it one of the moſt excellent Will 3 
Paſſages of the whole Scripture, leſt be happen to P. 
give the preference to a Dittate of ſome ordinary and 
erroneous Man. ft 
1 can't. ſay but Mr, Martin bas written with De. b 


cency, and the Civility of a Gentleman ; but ſucb il *: 


Cenſures, and angry Reproaches, in order to vindiccie 


Treatment muſt not, it. ſeems, be expetted from al, i” 
For from the Pplpit, at @ publick Lecture of Dil- 
ſenters, I have been very lately attack'd with heavy 
this 


3 


The PREFACE: 
this conteſted Text. It ſrems that Dr. C on 
the 1 zth Inſtant, .tbought it the beſt: Method to begin 


% 


ments, and in effect to tell his People, that very good 
Men bad been for the Text, and ſome very bad or in- 
different ones againſt it. And then be deſcended to par- 
ticulars 5 Viz, Mr. Le Clerc, Mr. Whiſton, and F. 
Simon, as the Chief of the oppoſite Side; who for Piety 
and Learning were not to compare with ſome of the o- 
tber; tho they are well known to be Men of ſuperior 


Glory. 1 


As to myfelf, I only complain, that it was not very 


Copies, yet that I (under the Name of the Author 


trine, that if the Text had been in thoſe Copies, and 
twenty more (I think that was the Number) he 


bector em out of the Text. , me 

I addreſſed my Inquiry to my Superiors in Con- 
vocation ; and if I did write in a huffing and hecto- 
ring manner, Iſhould be very ſorry, ſince 1 intended 
to de it with fair Arguments and decent Reſpect; but 
I muſt leave this to equal Judges that have read my 
Book, and let them pronounce whether my Book, or ſuch 
Preaching, have more of the Huff and. Hector. 

Twas bard he ſhould be ſo very uncbaritably con- 
fident, wbat I wou'd. bave done, and bow I would 
bave ated againſt the greateſt Evidence, if there bad 
been any in the Caſe. Vm perſuaded be can't ſhew 


ted to the People, as if I bad attempted to huff and 


mention d, in any one Point of religious. Diſpute, I 
can tell of ſeveral Inſtances where, I have yielded 
o Evidence againſt my former religious Opinions, and 

5 ag ainſt 


with Mens Characters rather than with their Argu- 


bis Side, perhaps he would haue boaſted mith as great 


charitable in bim to ſay. from the Pulpit, That tho it o 
true the Text is not in the Alexandrian and Vatican 


of the Inquiry) had ſach an Averſion to that Doc- 


believed I would cavil againſt it ſtill; and inſinua- 


vbere ever I have cavill d againſt ſuch Evidence as be 


Q : „ 
4 — * 
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The PRE#A CE. 
again# my worldiy Intereſt and Reputation too « ch,! 
once valued this ſippoſed Texty'as much as I can nin 
any Proof of its being ſpurious ; perhaps much mare 
becauſe I found far more need then to have it for ne, 
than I do now to get olear of it; and yet when E. 


 widence did appear againſt it, I did not cavil. 


I appeal to any one of 3 whether John 
10. 30. and my Father ate one, be not altopethe 
as oppoſite to the Opinion of ſuch as are counted Arians, 
with relation to the Deity of Obriſt, as this other 
Text; and yet do I or others cav8..ot bar? 
I think this ſhould convince any Man who is not ty 
far gone in Paſſion and Prejudice, that 'tis Differenc 
of Evidence makes me willing 10 admit the one, au 
reject the other; ſinite there ii no more difficulty (and 
indeed I find none at all) in reconciling the one th 


my Opinions, than the other + And indeed 1 was at 


eaſy in my preſent Sentiments while J did not rijeſ 
this Text, but thought it more probably genuine, ui | 
am ſince. I think this may ſatisſy . And yet I dnt 
know but he that can beartily believe the Words ge. 


nuine without the Authority of one Manuſcript, may 


found dem in all. (ip 

It may be obſer ved bow ready ſome are to inflamt 
their People with Indignation and Rage againſt ſb 
as differ from them, and that in Matters they art 1 


think it eaſy for another to disbelieve em, tho be 


way capable Judges of, We know well what the markin 


Men out in the Pulpit with odious Cenſures ſerves to. 
I ami ſorry if theſe are ſome of the firſk Fruits o 


tbe kind Indulgence granted, viz. to fall ſo foul upot 


others, even before that was quite finiſhed. I ſuf: 


* poſe, to cenſure and leſſen by Name or Marks, # # 


Liberty which the kindeſt Laws never intended. Wien 


theſe provided that Diſſenters ſhould not be diſturbe 
by others, it was ſuppoſed others ould not be affronte 
by perſonal open Reflections from them, © 


% 


The PREF Ack. 


Why can't a Point of Criticiſm, or Hiſtory, or 
an Opinion be calmly argued ? Can't a Man go in- 
to a Pulpit without Heat and Ruffle, and there pro- 
duce his Exidences fairly ? If be can find none that 
pleaſe him, be need not be forward to undertake it, 
but ſhould not be out of humour; by which *tis great 
odds, but he will expoſe one more than he intended. 

J meddle not with bis Arguments, for indeed 
they were deferred till the next; and if bis Rea- 
ſons be as ſtrong in his next turn, as I thought 
his Paſſions were in the laſt, it will make much 
more Impreſſion on me, And 'I {promiſe bim that 
if he will try me with bat half the Evidence, nay 
with one quarter of the twenty Greek Manu- 


7 ſcripts, wbich be concluded J would cavil againſt, 
6 be ſhall find J am not ſo perverſe as be repre- 
4 ſented me. And when be gratiſies the World with 
4 theſe Diſcourſes, if be will come forth as a Scholar, 


or rather as a Chriſtian, ſerene and ingenuous, and I 
oy ſhould judge it requiſite to take any notice of them; 1 
aſſure bim I am not ſo diſturbed, but that I really in- 
tend to uſe more Temper and Civility out of the Pul- 


he pit, than I haue ſometimes ſeen in it I remember 
the Servant of the Lord muſt not ſtrive, but in 2 Tim. 2. 
me Meekneſs inſtruct thoſe who oppoſe. 2423. 
Tam ſo ſenſible that Victory, in angry and unchari- 


table Strifes, even for Truth it ſelf, however it may gra- 
tify our preſent Vanity, is yet ing lorious; and ſo inju- 
vious to the Intereſts of our Holy Religion, that I am 
ready to fear, what a certain General is (aid to have 
reply”d, when congratulated upon a great but coſtly 
Vidory, That a few ſuch Victories will undo us. 


Jan, 24 1718. | 1 - 'T E. 5 


N 


** 


2 
+ 
2 
92 * 
- 
— 4 2 
1 
* - * 
„ 
RS * 
0 9 
— < 
3 
— ye 
— * 
23 
* ld. 
— * 7 1 
nk Mg 
- 4 
8 
* 7 * * 
* * x 
* Y%, 
ke IF 2 
- ? „ 
* 
» * * 
* 
— 
9 
* 
* 
* 
—— 
* 
- * 
| ry »44 
— 4 


_ 


4 


- - bg mew 
i = 


Eo nn” 


mn 
we % — * 
. P ad 
- 
X 
7 > of by E 
- 
- 
; * * 
» 22 
HE IEEE” 
533 29 
2 
4 | , 
_ * 
7 144 


— 
o ry 
wv - 
was 
| * « 
— 
52 
— R J 
1 
7 2 * 
* * 
* 1 
* s 
— . 

— —— 
PP PRE 
— o 
x — 
— — 


„ nn ny 
2 
r 


* 


1p 
64 — 
* ar”? I PEER 
«wt % + 
3 a — *, 
s 8 1 
2 We 3 
7 £8 % «7 
* — 
* * - 
"» 
6 0 . » 
— 
2 
2 
— * 
* 
4 * 
* 7 
5 th 
— * 
4 325 * 
wv 0 
4 U 
1 — 5 
* 5 * 1 
9 . 
— — 0 
- 4 mA: 
K «4 
P—_ 8 
£4 < 


1 K 


#58 855 e EEE I 09Þ 
185 4. 2 LI 25 . 28 | s c ; 
FP 


2 
1 . 
7 i% 


* 


An Anſwer to Mr. Martin's 
Diſſertation on 1. John 5.7. 
R. 27 AR TI V. Miniſter of the French 


Ma Diſſertation in defence of the ge- 
naue Authority of 1 John 5. 7. There 
Ee | AER; | p Y 12 27 | 5 

are three that bear Record in Heaven, 
&c. whetein he pretends to give a - ſufficient 
Proof of its Authority, and to enervate the Ar- 
guments given by me from Dr. Mil, of its be- 
ing a manifeſt Interpolation; I thought»it proper 
to conſider what he hath ſaid, and to diſpel that 
Miſt, wherewith, by ſpecious Inſinuations, and 
fine Suppofitions, and ſmooth Turns, he has en- 
deavoured to impoſe upon the Minds of ſuch 
as do not thoroughly underſtand the Matters of 


This Gentleman is alarmed to this Defence by 
an Opinion of the mighty Conſequence” of this 
ſuppoſed Text, for the Support of the Qrthodox 
De@rine ; And is therefore very earneſt not- to let 
go his hold of it, tho he pretends indeed the 
ſame thing is to be found in many other Places of 
Hoh) Seripture; which yet I apprehend he has ſome 
rr 


In loc. 


nobis hujuſmodi Lemmatis blandiamur. Eraſ- in locum. 


\ 


— * . | 
An Anſwer to Mr. Martin's 
For my part, I think I am . influenced 
by any ſuch contrary Motive, in Pyftibg on 'tþ 
other ſide of the Queſtion, being Fug Tatich'g 
that the Words, if genuine, were as Hvqurable 
to thoſe cal'd Arians, as to any; attd- clear] 


2 


would argue againſt the Sabellian Unity of on 
ſingle Mind, or one intelligent Being; becauſe it 


would make the three Witneſſes to dwindle again 
into bit wir and fo to loſe much of te Forck of 
the Argument from three. And therefore. Ca. 
vin and Beta declare, that *ris. not Vu ef Be- 
ing is here ſpoken of, but Unity of Confent and 


Teſtimony ;, which will imply d:ſtin& Minds con- 


curring in their Evidence, ſince Conſent-is al 
ways between more than one: So that it injures 
Mr. Martin's Cauſe to depend on ſuch a Proof; 
as Eraſmus ſays . i „ 


4 


I am only concerned to do juſtice to the 5. 


_ ered Writings, and to diſcover what is true in it 


ſelf 3 not what is convenient or agreeable to my 
liking. And as my Deſign at firſt was to ſtate 
the Fact, on Dr. Mill's Evidence, ſo I judge ! did 
make it appear that he had left no Foundation 
for the juſt ſupport of the Authority of this 
ſuppoſed Text : Bat yet if any new Evidence ariſes, 
or any well atteſted ns Ie ris con- 


1 


cealed, Manuſcripts of Credit, can he produced, 


gs % 


Jam as ready as any Man to allow 'em a due re- 
gard. But Mr. Martin has not try'd me, I con- 
_ ceive, with any ſuch Matters as theſe; but with 


fine Suppoſitions, and abſtracted Poſſibilities, of this 
and the other thing, which in a Matter of Fat 
will not go very far with me againſt plainer E. 


vidence. 


* 
4a S453 — . F 1 1 
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; : 5 1 J 
Hoc non eſt confirmare Fidem, ſed ſuſpectam reddere, f 


He 


On the 
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He ſuppoſes the Words in debate might not 
harm the Comet, nor diſagree to St. Johns Stile; 
but what is this to the purpoſe, to prove that in 
fall they were originally written by him? Tis 
ſo eaſy by one fetch or other, according to Mens 
various Fancies, to wind almaſt any thing into 
an. obſoure Context, when once it is reſolved it 
muſt be in; that I take ſuch Arguments to be but 
trifling Sapplements, where good Reaſons are 
wanting. But then as to what he calls a 'chird 
Advantage in favour of the Text, viz. That his Ch. 1. 
Adverſarys cannot produce one ſingle Paſſage from the 
„ Wh Antients, whence: it may appear that they had any 
| S%/picion concerning this Text: It may be ſaid 
ez chat it had been indeed ſtrange, if any had-made 
a Diſpate about a Text, which they had never 
ſeen or heard of; which I think is true of the 
Primitive Writers for many Centuries; and for o- 


„ . dꝙ AA i SS 


4 | . 

0 thers ſince, tis no wonder if creeping into 

ny 74-4 Books in Ages of Darkneſs and Confuſion, 

te ve find no notice remaining of any Oppoſition 

id of xbeirs to what did not © offend them. 

100 On the other hand, there are three great Diſ- 
his WY 44vartages which Mr. Martin labours and ſinks 
ſes, under, and which are fatal to his Cauſe. 
on- 1. That he has not produced one genuine Greek! 
ed, . Vrieer that ever cited this Text, thro ſo man 


hundreds of Vears paſt. Even the ſpurious Sy- 
nopſis Scripture among Athanaſiuss Works, by ſay- 
ing that St. John ſhews us the Unity of the Son with 


this be Father, gives no ground to ſay that this un- 
Fat certain Author had chi: Text in his eye; pro- 
bably it refers rather to ſome other Paſſages, 


(to ch. 2. 23.) or to the 8th Verſe of this 5th. 
Chapter myſtically interpreted, &c. However, 
who, or ät what time, this Author, whether 
Greek or Latin, was, is not unoõ wn. 


* 


1 2. That 


476 


2. That he cannot direct us to one AAaniſoi 
- Greek Copy in the World, where this Text is x 
this day. to be. found 3 and yet the Manuſerin 
have been in very ſafe keeping with the Ortho 
dox all along: ſo that if ever they had been ſeen 
with this Text in em: they might be ſo ſtill. If 
Arian Kings and Emperors had borne the Sway, we 
| ſhould have had it confidently ſaid by Men of flight 
Thought, that then it was theſe Manuſcripts of 
\ Stephens, and the Britiſh Ma nuſcripts, and the 
Vatican Manuſcripts, &c. were alter'd, and the 
Words raſed out, as now they vainly pretend it h 
might be of old; but who has alter'd em all no 
ſince the Reformation? N 


nefs, that ever directly ſaid he had at any tim 
ſeen any one particular Greek Manuſcript iu which 


An Anſwer: to Mr. Martin's 


o 


3. That he has not produced one credible Wit 


- this Text was; or deſcribed it by any Mark o 
Diſtinction, by which it may be known, upon lu-ſ*®: 
quiry after it. We have ſeveral indefinite Aſer te 
tions, that tis, and that we find it, and the like, i n 

ſome Copies, as Beza and P. Amelot ſpeak; but ſti 
that they ſaw it themſelves, and took it not from 
others upon looſe Preſumption, is, 1 think, non” 

once fully manifeſted ; and it ſignify'd-nothiug t Gr 
mention Ximenes, and Cajetan, and Laurent an 
Valia, and more ſuch, only to make a pompol wh 
Show of Names and: Numbers for nothing; will” 

tis not proved they ſay any thing to the Poll the 

in hand: and one may ſay of Jem all, as Era Ae 
of Laurentius Valla, Quid legerit, non ſatis qu a 

How Valla read, ic not evident. But of this Mat T 
ter ſomewhat more particular ſhall be ſaid, ue © 
I come to examine what Mr. Martin ſays of Men 
Greek Manuſcripts, And indeed, tis only on ti de 
third Head that I need much to concern my ſelf 5 

for as to the two former Points, he makes no g 


Defence; the genuine Greek Writers, and the , 
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„ Greek Manuſeripts are not to be found; nor are 
. ſo much as ſummoned in . for Witneſſes on his 


ſide. 2 n : 318. 15 15553 
1, i tadeed; Mr. Martin would fain invalidate this Part 2. Ch, 
negative Argument, fram the total Silence of the 36 
Greek Fathers, and 'that l of the Latins too, for 


ne 400 Years, (for he has not proved S. Cyprian's | 
ihr Words td be more than his Interpretation of the 
s of Sth Ver. às Fat undus, yea and Fulgentius too, as 
teen had ſhown, do declare em tobe) by pretending, 


that they: might be in other Writings of the Antients 
dit ich are loſt 5 or that it might not come intra their 
don 461d to mention 'em: even as that Text of 
Japtix ing in the Name of thè Father, Son, and Spirit, 
was not mention'd by: ſome of them, in ſevera 
of their Works where it might have been proper. 

But is this like the Caſe we are upon? For as 
thoſe Words were not ſo peculiarly neceſſary for 
their purpoſe againſt any: Ad ver ſaries they had 
to do with; ſo 'tis granted, that if they were 
omitted in one part of the. Writings, they are 
ſtill alledg'd in another; or if by one Writer, 
yet they are cited by others, both Greek aud La- 
tin; and alſo have the concurrence of the antient 
Greek Manuſcripts to back ĩt all Now is this, or 
any thing like it, to be ſaid in the preſent Caſe? 
where the Text in diſpute is not once mention d, 
neither in oge genuine Greelł Writer nor in ano- 
ther; neither in one part of their Works, nor in 
another; and. where they had ſueh provoking fre- 
quent Occaſions, as would not ſuffer em to be, al 
of 'em, and | always, forgetful of ſa proper a 
Text; a Text ſo emphatical and ſo ſingular; ſuch 
an one that Mr. Martin, and ſome others, cannot 
tell how to ſpare; and here, all the Greet Ma- 
nſcripts known to us, are: as ſilent as the Greek 
Fathers, and the Latins too for many Ages. Can 
aly negative — be ſtronger? Or can 3 
ws Ii 3 be 
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and the higher we. go, the Evidence: appears 


\ 


An Anfi wer. to Mr. Martin's me 
be any but negative Arguments to prove a Ne. 
gative ? And ſhall it be enough not to anſwer, but 
evade ſuch Proof, by ſtrange Suppoſitions of ex. 
treme Poſſibilities of ſuch things, to which per. 
haps the like never yet happened?! 
Mr. Martin's 2d, 3d, and-4th Chapters are nothing 
but a Proof, by a long Series from the 14th Age back. 
wards to the time of Charlemain, that this Text wa 
in the Latin Bibles in theſe Weſtern Parts; fo that 
of the Eighih Century in the Latin Copy: which, 
yet is no more than has been freely allo w'd on all. 
ſides z I mean that this Texe bas from that Age 
been found in divers Latin Copies, not in al, ot 
in the moſt; the nearer they were to our preſent 
Times, the more they agreed in this point; 


* 


weaker. and weaker, till at laſt, without the 
help of a ſtrong Fancy, we can diſcern none at 
all | | | „ ax bead ws 5 F 


And even in theſe Latin Bibles *cis:confeſsd, il ** 
that this Text is in various ſhapes; in ſome the be 
Words in Heaven are wanting; id others, if */ 
Three are one; and in ſome the whole Verſe: ſome-M 
times the Sth Yerſe comes before it, and ſome- h; 
times? tis as in our preſent printed Books; ſome- de 


times ' tis in the Tert, and ſometimes in the Ma- 


gin. And tho Father Sima owns the Words to be be 


in that antient Adaruſcripe of Lotharias, copied, 


Crit, Hift. from Charlemain's Bibl. 3-yet he ſays, that it ©* 


of the 
C. 1 8. 
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Text was - greatly dufigured, | ſome Wards. - interlin'd, Ct 
and ſome defaced, to ſubſtitute other Wards is 


their plce ; ſo that he might well reckon til ©: 
to be of leſs antient Authority, than the 304 
of the Copy; and therefore there was no greif ft 
"reaſon here to triumph over him as comradittinM © 


. 


but 
ex- 
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guch Marks of Coafuſion ſeem plainly to ſhe w , 
that this Text had, as yet, been a Srranger there, 

and had not any fixed Settlement aſſigned to it: 

piibaps in St. Bernard's time, viz, in the XIth 

Ae, it might be gat into the Ordo Romans,, and 

the Offices of the Church, both Latin and Greek; 
even as in ___, Ts ſame Words were 
1 Hong the Epiſtles into the Common 
prayer 1 award 6th, without any mark of 
Suſpicion, While at the ſame time, and long after, 
they were marked for doubt ful in the publick and 
common Bibles. So that it does not always follow, 
from a Text's being quoted, or being brought into 
the Offices of a Church, or placed in the Bible it 
ſelf, that it was received as undoubtedly genuine, 
becauſe the Offres of | a Church are ſometimes apt, 
as we ſee, to out- run their Bible; and Poſterity 
will be abuſed, if any, in after Ages, ſhall pers 
ſuade em, that the Engliſh Church of this or the 
laſt Age, prefer'd the old reading of Pſalm 105. 
28. And they were not obedient to his Word, mer 
becauſe *tis retain'd in the Church's Office or 
Pſalter; when 'tis ſo well known, that all our 
more common, and publickly authorized Bibles, 
have nfl» <1 an hundred Years maintain'd the 
reading, which is juſt contradiQory to it, viz. And 
they rebelled Hot againſt his Word. So that it would 
bea wrong Step to ſuppoſe our Zeal for Unifors'- 
nity had been carry'd ſo far as this; I mean, to an 
exact Agreement of the Church-Service with the 


Church- Bible. 


But what tho this Text were found to be di- 
realy in the Bible of Charlemain, which Father 
Simon oppoſes not? will this prove it to have 
been in' the Greek Manuſcripts at that time? In 
the Latin for' certain, it has long been, and is in | f 
many other Yerſions at this day; and yet we have 
not found hitherto ove Greek Manuſcript, by which 
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to juſtify it: And therefore tho Charlemain, about 
Ann. 798, cauſed the vulgar Latin Bible to be 


2 


reviewed and purged. of many Errors, and Cor. 


Pt. 1. Ch. 
3. 


ruptions that had crept into it, ſince St. Jerom's 
time; and to that end imploy'd Alcuin, and other 
learned Men of that Age; it will not: prove they 
had the Authority of any , Greek Manuſcript to 
warrant this Text, as Mr. Martin would have us 
to ſuppoſe. It is not to. be imagined, ſays he, that 
thefe learned Men wou'd only conſult and. compare 
with the Latiu Copies; they wou'd go, without doubt, 
to the original Greek of the New Teſtament : and 
pleaſantly asks, if Father Simon himſelf (had he. 
been one of them) would have put in THIS TEXT 
upon the Credit of a ſew Copies, ouly among many, &c. 

But tis abſurd to think, the Men of that Age 
wou'd or cod take ſuch Meaſures as the Learned 
of the preſent Age wou'd; for as the Greek Ma- 
nuſcripts were probably very rare, and hard to be 
come at in the Weſtern parts, ſo the Learned of 
thoſe Times had ſcarce any thing of that critical 
Skill, or Genius, which theſe later Ages have ar- 
rived at, and which is fo neceſſary for ſuch a 
Work: It docs not appear that they took any 
Pains to compare with one Greet Manuſcript, 
Which, if they bad had before 'em. as their Role 
here, and had made ſuch account of, they might 
probably . been ſtill preſerved to us: but 


as we have no ſuch MAanuſcript to be now found, 


or that has been ſeen, as far as we know, for 
any of the Ages paſt, between us and, them; fo 
it does not appear there ever was one ſuch in the 


World. Nay, if they follow'd one, or. a few, 


even of the Latin Manuſcripts, where different 
from the moſt and beſt, I think *cis no great won- 
der. 1 am fatisfy'd this bas been often done, 
wiz. to prefer the Reading, that, has, da ſed . beſt, 
When againſt the moſt and the beſt Copies, 5 
"= = OO | not 
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not the Complut enſian Editors ſo? Did not Eraſmus 
do it? And why might not theſe Reviſers under 
Charlemain, have the Anſa calumniandi as much at 
heart as he had ? eſpecially ſince they might 
fancy, as others do now, that this Text might 
have been omitted, as the Preface, under St. Je- 
rom's Name, to the ſeven Epiſtles, does ſuggeſt ; 
which Father Simon judges (and the contrary does 
not appear by Mr. Martin himſelf) to have been 
about this ſame time compoſed and inſerted ; and 
to giveit the greater Authority, they father'd it 
upon Ferom. Not having any Authority to pro- 
duce from any Greek Copies of their own to juſti- 
fy their Complaint of the Latin Tranſlators O- 
miſſion, perhaps they might think it beſt to re- 
fer the matter back to St. Jerom; eſpecially if 
they found it already put in any Copies of his 
Latin Bible, tho, by a late Corruption, which 
carry'd no offence in it to them: this might afford 
em a ſpecious Plea, and wou'd prevail upon many 
others, I believe, to do the like in their Caſe; 
when there were none to remonſtrate againſt it. 
2 So that if they did but as others have done, the 
ny whole Argument is ſpoil'd. „„ 
| And then Mr. Martin will fall ſhort of his Con- 
cluſion, vix. that from this Review of the Latin 
Bible, Anno 798. there can be no doubt at all made, 
but this Text had been current in the Bibles of the, 7th, © 
öth, and the 5th Ages; becauſe, ſays he, we can't 
ſuppoſe they went by Manuſcripts of leſs than two or 
three hundred Tears ſtanding 5 and. ſo they muſt haue 
had at once before em [and not, but they ought to 
have had, &c. as the Engliſh Tranſlator puts it] 
both the Copies of St. Jerom's Bible, and alſo them of 
the old Italick Ver ſion made in the ſecond Century, 
and which had continued to the ſeventh, to be the” 
Bible of all the Latin Churches: and then concludes, | 
that this clearly ſhews, The Text had ever been + 3 


4n Anſwer to Mr, Maxtin's- 
the vulgar V. erſion. And thus, b the Strength 
of a vigorous Imagination, he js q eedily arrip d, 
in a manner, at the End of his Journey With. 


out being beholden to any the leaſt Proof by way 
of Evidence, that theſe Reviſers did find, or did 
fay they found, the Text in any. one Greek. Man- 
feript, or in St. Jerome's, or N Tealick Ferſion 
it ſelf; much leſs that they found it in any u- 
tient Copies of Credit, that might ſhew it was 
no Innovation, if it was found iq any others. 

Ido not ſee but Mr. Martin, without tiring his 
Fancy by a long train of Syppoſitions, might 
as well have made ſhorter work, by ſaying, (for 
Ican't well call it arguing) 155 We ſee at preſent 


#-% 


our printed Copies have ths Verſe; and we ought 
not to doubt but the World has An been ſo 
bone ſt, ſo wiſe, ſo watchful,” and careful, that it 
cou'd never have been brought in, if it had not 
always been in the true Copy from the firſt, 
Bar yet, alas, tis too evident, that ſeveral Cor- 
ruptions, Interpolations, and Omiſſions, have 
happened frequently, before the Art of Printing, 
according to the Skill, the Care, or the Fancy of 
the Tranſcribers ; and for that reaſon, St. Ferom 
was put upon correfting the Latin Verſion of the 
New Teſtament with very great Labour and Diffi- 
culty: and afterwards we ſee Charlemain cauſed 
another Review to be made, becauſe of new Cor- 
ruptions: and then in the tenth Century, the 
Sorbo#Mothers ' _.._ ' | 
And ?ris as certain, that ſuch Reviews are not 
wont to ſet all things right again; that upona 
little doubt, ſome things are removed, and others 
That pleaſe. better are retain'd, upon very ſletv 
der grounds; ſo that we muſt not preſume and 
ſuppoſe, that all was done which we now think 


was fit to be done. : 3 
Ihe truth is, the World has already too long 
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gone upon Suppaſitions: in this WAKEFEy and 'tis that 
2 ac us into this Confusion. The Learned 
ſuppoſed at: long 2 time, that the Complutenſſan 
Editors. bod. 2 5 cke the Paten Alanu- 
hes ; eſpecially. td that famous, and moſt 20 
tient one, recommended to their exact Regard 
by. Pope. Leo; and therefore that they had. th 
good Authority or. Putting his Verſe. Noo th t C4 
Edition. But, tho this is mare than Mr. Martin 
has Fl warrant. on, Gy in eee 
Reviſers,' yet, it ſeems, the Learned ſuppoſe 
too mug h. here, ſince theſe Manuſcripts _— found 
to want what Was 15 ppoſed to be yy from 
them., ,Thus the Learned World long poſed. 
that Stephens had nine Greek Copies = - this 
Verſes, and ſeven more that had all 728 t . rds 
in Tee and what is become 0 f their Sopho- 
abe 2 I believe Mr. Martin will part with 
ſome of them; and yet they were very wean 
and partly, grounded on Stephens e le but miſta- 
ken Account: and yet muſt we ſtill be treated 
with ſuch trifling Sappoſtions in the ſame Caſe, 
iaſtead of Evidence? But there is no. end of | 
ſuppoſing, on: one; fide and on the other; and I 
have no Fondneſs for a Conteſt, which not 
the ſtrongeſt Reaſon, but the ſtrongeſt. Image 
nation muſt decide. 7 
I ſhall take my leave of this aue by ſhew-" 
ing only how groundleſs and falſe Mr. Martin 8 
fundamental Suppoſition is, viz. That the Latin 
Bibles, of the 65h, and 7th, and 8th. Ages ge- 
nerally had this Text, from the deciſive words of 
that tranſcendent Critical Genius of this. Age, 
Dr. * Bentley. | OECD en, I 9 
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Fg Two Letters to the Denz Dr. Bentley, concerning is 
mended Edition of the Greek Teſtament, with+ the Doctor's 
Anſwer, and ſome account 11 whas. LY be SO uy 
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At Anſwer to Mr. Martin? 
1 formed 4 hon be, a 5 that if St. Jerom's 
true Latin "Exe — 2s coil be come at, it wou d he 


found to agree exattHy with" thy Greek Text of the 


ſame Age; and ſo the. old Copies of each "Ave (if 


fo agrreing) would give mutual Proof to each abk. 


Whereupon, rejecting 25 printed Editions of rarb, 


and the ſeverai Meanuferip b of ſeuin Centurys,” 0 ; 


under, I made uſe of of none, but the eſe of a Thouſand 
Tears 220, oy above; Gf which fort I have Ten- 
ty now in my Study, that one with another, male 
20060 Tears.) J bad the Pleaſure to Funde "as [ 
prefaged? that they agreed exactly like iwo Tallies, 


or two . : 3 this yon ſee that in ny 


propoſed IV orł, the Fate of that Arft (i. e. 1 John 
5. J.) will be a mere Queſtion of Pact. E 
f the fourth Century knew t hat THe, let it bome in, 
:# God's Name But if that Age ” lid: n know ity 
then Arijaniſh 7 in its height was A rh without 
the hel p of that Verſe : and ler t Fatt prove bow 
it will, the Doctrine is unſhakin. Now! if theſe 
twenty ſo antient Copies all agree: in wanting 
thar Verſe, (as 'l am ſatisfyd, none ſuppoſes they 
agree in having it) we may Tee what Credit is 
due to Mr. ride ſtrongeſt Imagination, con- 
cerning the Copies of thoſe Ages! Here is plain 
Fact᷑ againſt his extravagant Fancier. And 1 doubt 
not, when the Doctor, who 8 appears to be 
par buic negotio, , ſhalt g eritify the expecting World 
with his Nob/ Performa, _ will de ſet in 
a yet clearer lie hr. 1 Ia 

Mr. Alerts 5th Chap is an Atem t to re- 


trieve the Credit of the pretended Preface of 


St. Ferom to the 7 Epiſtler; which complains 
much of the Latin T of the: New Teſta- 
ment, that they had ontred ti Verſe,” -which 


the Greek Copies had in them. If this had been 


genuine, it had been of- great. weight z but for 


many Reaſons the . have Na it. to be 
a 
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bot that till it; may poſſibly, be st. Jeans own 


Preface proteſſes him to have re- 
ſtored this Verfe, * ſuch injuſtice done to it; 
and declares. ie to be, 4, principal Support of the 


Chriſtian Faith, by which the one Subſtance of Father, 


Sun and Holy Spirit, , confirmed. But then how 


comes it, that this Text, in all St. Fer om's true 
Writings, where he contends for «his Faith, and 


ſearches ſo much for Texts, and Arguments, 
is not once mentioned by him? Cou'd he omit 


what he judged the great Rampart af his Faith? 


Cou'd he always omit, and always forget, ſuch 


a a Text, which he had been the Preſerver and 


Reſtorer of; and wou'd therefore be more than 


ordinarily fond and careful of? Beſides, St. Jerom 


ſurely wou'd never be guilty of ſuch a falſe In- 


ſinuation that all the Greek Copies had this Verſe, 


when the total ſilence of all the Greel Fathers 


in that, and preceding Ages, is an undeniable 


Evidence of the contrary; not to be anſwer'd 
by little Preſumptions and airy Suppoſitions. 


485 
2 Forgery in St. Jeram's Name; ſome of theſe 
RNeaſons Mr. Martin thinks not to be ſufficient, 


Work. But he can never give a good anſwer to 
N all :; For the 


But Mr. Martin uſes ſuch an Argument, Chap. 3. 


which he ſays is very conſiderable, to prove this 


Preface was St. Jerom's and not a Forgery, that 
I confeſs is to me very ſurprizing. If, ſays 


he, the Writer of it was a feigned Perſon, who de- 


Aued to put off his own. Piece for. St. Jerom's, be 


was certainly not a Maſter of much Addreſs, in com- 


: plaining of unfaithful. Tranſlations . in his Time; 


or no one can produce the leaſt Proof, that new 


Latin Verſions were ever made in the Age tis pre- 


tended this Preface was compoſed : whereas tis plain 


from St. Auguſtin, St. Jerom's Cotemporary, 

in their Days divers had undertaken to make Latin 
Verſions of the New Teſtament, and undoubtedly 

15 5 1 the 


486 An Aaſwes to Mu. Martin's 
the Cymplair in the Preface woſpetted ſome dne of 
theſe Verſtons; which 3s a ronſfitterable Reaſon tb prov: 
it was truly St. Jerom's. N I can't but think 
jult the Contrary; that the: Agne Aurbor, by 
this was a Man of great Hadreß : for if he in. 
tended a FEiction- ia St. r Name, it was 
to de ſuited to St. Ferom's Time, when Mr. Afar 
rin ſays,” xhete were divers #2rfions made; atd 
"having ſaid none ran product be Jeaſt Proof of 
| Latin Verſions made in that Nl whith ch Preface 
was pretended to be compoſe in; he ſays, there is 
plain Proof, that in St. dcr. Days, there were 
- ſuch Verſions, which is the very Age it was pre- 
tended for: but if he means the feigned Man 
mou'd have framed a Prefate, in St. Feron's 
Nate, that had only been ſuitable to Charlemain's 
Age, he had been a Bungler indeed, tho, with 
Mr. Martin, a Man of Addrefs. But if fach 
[Reaſoning 4s this can confirm him in this Opinion, 
it will be very'Uiffictlt to conceive how he ſhou'd 
ever be unſettied in any thing. May I not ſay 
to him, what he, on no Reafon that J can ſee, 
' fays . of Dr. Ai; Sure he did not conſider what 
he ſaid, Cudt, Aid not think what he ſaid, as the 
Fxgliſb Tranſlation is, Ch. F. at the end] and 
bis Eyes and Underſtanding went not together. 
But Mr. Martin Tays, Tig ef no great moment, 


wher her at be granted to be Sr. Ferom's or not, be- 
cauſe ft thinks it will yet prove this Text to 
have all along been in the Bible; in that the Pre- 
face mniſt be allowed to be wery antient, and to 
have been in the Bibles, for above 800 Tears; and 
F. Simon ſuppoſes it put in by Jome of thoſe who re- 
viſell the Bible under Charlemain, Hence he ar- 
gues, that if theſe Learned Men made this com- 

7 | won of the Unfaithfulneſs of the Lain Trank 
oy ators in omitting this Perſe, it is a certain Ar- 
 "gument of its having been in St. Jerom's * 
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elſe they cou d not have brought ſuch an Accu- 
tation. , rf 1 e | 
[+grant they cou'd not juſtly do ſo, unleſs 
they knew it had been even in all the Greek Co- 
ier tao, which therefore they pretend; but they 
might do this unjuſtly, i. e. without Ground, 
and upon, miſtakeri Preſumption, as I have al- 
ready ſaid; or perhaps upon juſt ſuch Suppoſi- 
tion as Mr, Martin himſelf goes upon, when he 
ſays, ini his 6th Chap. that either this Verſe was 
in St. Auſtin's Bible, or that it ought to have been 
in it, 'bicanſe it was in ſome Bibles of that time. 
And fo; for dught I'know, ſome Latin Bibles might 
n have the Verſe in them in the 8th Age, and be- 
5 fore; and perhaps the Compoſers of this Preface 
8 were as loth to think, it was put lately in, as 
þ Mr. Martin is: and contrary to what he ſays of 
ch F. Simon, I may ask him, whether if he had been 
, cone bf chem, he won'd not have done the ſame 
d thing! according to his way of Reaſoning, or 

rather of Preſuming, without Evidence. 
hut if, from the former Evidence of Dr. Bent- 
lry's words, it appears in Fact, that St. Ferom's 
Bible had not this Text, then there is an end 
of this Diſpute, and the Prologue cou'd not be ch. 3. 
his; ſince, tis granted to be ridiculous, to ſup- Part 1. 
poſe he ſhou'd reproach other Tranſlators, for 
leaving out this Text, and yet himſelf leave it 
out in that Copy to which this Preface was made: 
therefore the Preface is a Forgery; and be it 
whoſe it will, is of no force to prove that this 
Text had been either in St. Ferom's, or in any 
Greek Copy. So that the great, and middle Link 
of the imaginary Chain in the 87% Age, is bro- 
ken; on which hangs the Suppoſition of ſuch 
Greek Manuſcripts, for about 7 Centuries before, 
and which ſupported that Suppoſition for about 
as many Centuries after; till Matters of Fact 

| - came 
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An Anſwer to Mr. Martin's 
came to be looked into, and the Greek Mam. 
ſcripts themſelves inſpe&ed 3 which, we ſhall ges 
preſently, are all wrong on Mr. Martin's fide, 
when I have conſidered. the few private Ciration 
of his two next Chapters. 1 5 
Mr. Martin, in his 6th and 7th Chapters, goes 
on to prove that this Text was in the antient 


Tralick Verſion of the New Teſtament, This he 
wou'd infer, from its being in St. Ferom's, which, 
1 hope appears already to be a groundleſs Sur. 


miſe; and ſo the Argument will turn on the 
other ſide; and be retorted upon him, vix. that 


if St. Jerom's New Teſtament had not this Tex, 


tis a great ſign, the Tralick, which he corrected, 
had it not neither: Otherwiſe his Bible had been 
fo defeftive, that it wou'd have been bitterly ex. 
claimed againſt, by ſuch. as made ſuch ado with hin, 
about his changing but one ſingle word for another ; 


. Þ 


as we learn out of St, Auguſtin, 
As for his Inſtances of the mention of th; 
Text by Fulgentius (in the 6th Century) and by V. 
gil: us Tapſenſis, 1 paſs them by, as I had done be- 
fore, as coming too late to be of any great uſe 


in the Caſe; nor can the mention of this 
Text by them or Victor. Vitenſis, ſignify any thing 
more than what 1 had ſuppoſed formerly, viz. 
that at the latter end bf the 5th Century, ſome 
might begin to pretend that for Text, which 


had ſo long and currently been the Interpreta- 
tion of the next Verſe. And therefore I did not, 
as Mr. Martin inſinuates, put by Victor Vitenſis's 


Teſtimony, for being a fabulous Writer; but 


I ſhewed, (to which Mr. Martin hath made no 


reply) that it was no Evidence of the current 


Admiſſion of that Text, or of its l6ng ſtanding} 
and that from the common way, in that Age 
and Place, of interpreting the next Verſe, in 


| ſuch a manner as cou'd not well conſiſt with ha- 
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ving this Text alſo in their publick Bibles: I ſay 
their publick Bibles, becauſe as F. Simon has ſhewn, xp, of 
that tho it appears not that different Latin Verſions, 
Tranſlations were then read in the Weſtern © 3. 
Churches, yet private Perſons took the liberty of 
making new Tranſlations ; and that by this di- 
ſtinction, between the Bible read in the publick 
Service, and theſe particular * we may 
eaſily reſolve the Objections taken from Tertullian, 
Cyprian, &c. whoſe Citations agree not with the 
Tralick Verſion. They read the vulgar Copy with 
the People, which was in uſe in their Churches, 
| becauſe they cou'd not do otherwiſe : but in their 
Writings, they took the liberty to tranſlate as they 
thought fit. | 3 
And therefore ſuppoſing Victo“s relation of 
5 that Confeſſion of Faith to be truly as we have 
1 it, yet whether drawn up by one Biſhop or by 
four, it does not follow that this Text, even at 
the end of the 5th Age, was in their common 
Bibles, tho they might have ſome Countenance, 
or ſome Notions on which they preſumed to bring 
In the words for a Proof; whether it was that 
they had the dire& words in ſeveral private Books, 
or relied on the current myſtical Inter pretation 
of the next Verſe to bear them out: which laſt 
may, for ought I ſee, be all that is intended in 
ſuch Teſtimonies or Citations of theſe Words. 
do not confidently aſſert it, or ſay, that even 
theſe late Writers had. only Three Witneſſes, in 
the Bible; which ſometimes they mentioned by 
their direct Names, Water, Blood and Spirit, and 
ſometimes by their myſtical Names, Father, Sen, 
and Spirit; or Father, Word and Spirit but 1 
conceive there is ſome ground to think ſo from 
this, viz. that ' while one ſpeaks of the Water, 
Blood and the Spirit, and another of Father, Word, 
ad Spirit, as St. Fobn's three Witneſſes z | have not 
"KI 6 obſerved 


490 5 An Anſwer to Mr. Martin's 
obſerved that any of them ſpeak of both together, 


or of fix Mitneſſes: which looks as if it was all but g 

one Text, with its Interpretation. (I confeſs 0 
Eucherius's Teſtimony, in the next Chap. has all \ 

fix ſet down there; but to that I ſhall have ſome- { 

thing to ſay.) So that for ought appears, Mr. 

Martin's Cloud of Witneſſes, as he calls this huge c 
number of African Biſhops ; every one, ſays he, y 

coming with bis Bible in his Hand, offering us this c 

Paſſage of St. John to read; may be but a Cloud of t 

an hand · breadth, three or four only, without any ſ 
Warrant from the publick Copies, long eſta- h 
bliſhed, as it appears by' others of that Country ſ 

in that ſame Age, -from what has been already P 
JT!!! _._-—©-: tl 

The Teſtimonies of Eucherius, Cyprian, and be 

Ch. 7. Tertullian, are to carty oh the Proof of the Jralick * 
Verſions having this 7 ext; but as here is nothing 85 

new about St. Cyprian, (to which Tertullian is but I 

an Appendix) ſo I have already ſtated the matter ar 

pag. 333, concerning him in my former Diſcourſe, and have B 
Ge. accounted for what Mr. Martin here repeats; an 
but he takes no notice that even Fulgentius, whom m. 


he brings to confront Facundus, does rather, a8 
have ſhown, confirm his Judgment of Cyprian's MI M. 
words, vz. that they are an Interpretation of . 
the 8th Verſe; and for certain they are not the in 
direct words of the 7th Verſe contended for. 
And yet here is all that is pretended to, from M rai 
St. John's Time to the 5th Century; for neither Re 
Greek nor Latin, ſmall nor great Writer, for ſo WM me 
many hundred Years, gives the leaſt ſhadow of 2 MW Ch 
Proof, that they knew any thing of this great in 
and remarkable Text 3 perhaps the moſt obvious, il ad: 
and adapted for their conſtant occaſions, of 207 WW | 
Text in the Bible. And yet this conteſted I in 
Paſſage' of St. Cyprian only, ſo well accounted for, MM ti 
and upon ſo good Authority, muſt outweig" WM que 


* 
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all, even againſt the expreſs Teſtimony and Senſe 


of the ſame Country, whom none contradlict, and 
whoſe Teſtimony, if believed, is entirely deci- 
five. | IHE 


cherius, of which indeed I was not aware before, 
will need more Conſideration ; for tho it only 
concerns the 5th Century, in which I did allow 
that poſlibly the Words might become Text, in 
ſome Books, yet it will carry it half a Century 
higher, than the Confeſſion of the African Bi- 
ſhops in Victor Vitenſis: and, I confeſs if the 
Paſſage be genuine, it is more to the purpoſe 
than any, yea than all the other Teſtimonies, 


49 


given of St, Cyprian's words, by a following Biſhop 


But the Paſſage Mr. Martin brings out of Fuc 


before or after Eucherius, for ſome hundreds of 


| 

d | 
þ Years : becauſe here we find both the Yth and 
4 8th Verſes together, at once to ſhew us all the ſv 
t Witneſſes, and that there was Father, Word, 


er and Spirit, beſide what was ſaid of the Water, 


de Blood and Spirit; whereas, only Father, Word, 
S; and Spirit, might have been the ſame Things 
m Wl myſtically interpreted, after the prevailing Cuſ- 

tom of that Time. So that I cannot deny but 


18 Mr. Martin had ſome ground to ſay, this is deci- 
of e, i. e. as to its being acknowledg'd by Eucherius, 
the ia the 5 Century. But, 

or. I The Inſtance being ſingular, is indeed apt to 
om Ml raiſe ſuſpicion about it, yet I ſhall not for that 
her WW Reaſon reject it, but ſhall offer ſuch other Argu- 
r ſo ments, as Will, I think, acquit me. from the 
of a Charge of being "influenced by mere Partiality, 
reat Wl in judging it to be probably an Interpolation, 
0u5, Wl added by the Tranſcriber of Eucherius. | 
an) WW In general, the Learned know very well, that 
eſted in the Copies and Editions, eſpecially, of the La- 


| for, Wl tin Fathers, ſuch Interpolations of Texts are fre- 


reign quent, and were thought innocent: for when 
Kk 2 the 


LY 


1 


4 


Boch. de Eucherius himſelf elſewhere for in his Interpre - 
Quaſt.diffi- tation of V. er. 8. or the by 


cil. in Lo- - 


An- Anſwer to Mr. Martin's 
the Tranſcriber found a Text only refer'd to by 
his Author, he would ſupply it at large, or per. 
haps rectify it, by putting it in according to what 
was in his own Bible of another Age, which he 
thought muſt be right. This was but natural; 
and I underſtand this is the Caſe in a like Inſtance 
with Bede's Comments on the 8th Verſe; There are 
| three that bear Record, the Water, Blood, and Si- 
rit- for ſo I am informed the Manuſcripts of 
Bede's Works have it, whereas in the printed Edi- 
tion, the Words in terra, on Earth, are added to 
make it agree to the current Verſions of After- 
Ages. So that if Eucherius had only ſaid, As to 
the Trinity St. John bas ſpoken as in the 8th Verſe, 
the Trauſcriber finding in After-Ages the 7th 
Verſe alſo in his Bible, might join both, as eaſily 
as he now would add Chapter and Verſe : And 
3 an Alteration of a Text was the likelieſt 
of all. 5 Z 8 

But tis not enough to ſay it might be ſo, I ſhall 
therefore offer my Reaſons on which I judge it 
was ſo here; becauſe, 1 | 
© Firſt, It appears to be not very conſiſtent with 


ater, Blood, and Spi- 
rit, he declares, that moſt did by a myſtical Interpre- 
tation underſtand thereby the Trinity, i. e. by the 
Water the Father, &c. in which he ſeems entire- 
ly to acquieſce alſo; which is much what St. G- 
prian had ſaid before, according to . Facuindus's 
Teſtimony. Now I cannot imagine how to te- 
concile this with Eucheriuss acknowledging the 
Words of the 7th Verſe; for how could any, 
according to common Senſe, ſet themſelves, by 
forced myſtical Interpretations, to extort from 
the Sth Verſe ſuch an unnatural Meaning, and 
make the Water, Blood, and Spirit, to mean 
Father, Word, and Spirit, if they had read it 
os directly 
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J directly in the 7th Verſe already, that there are 
1 three in Heaven, &c. Father, Word, and Spirit? 

ll Could they make the three Witneſſes on Earth 

le to be the ſame which had juſt before been cal- 

l; led the Witneſſes in Heaven? Would they make 

= the Six to be but Three Witneſſes ? and the Apo- 


re ſtle to ſay the ſame thing twice over? and after 
i- the mention of them by their proper Names, to 
of mention 'em by myſtical Characters, 3. e. to ſpeak 


of 'em darkly and enigmatically, after he had 
ſpoken of 'em plainly ? One would think it not 
_ credible that Men ſhould uſe ſo much Force and- 
Straining to ſearch for the Trinity in the dark, 
if they had found it lie plainly before 'em, ſo 
cloſe and near to them. „ 
Secondly, It. appears that this Treatiſe of Euche- 
rius de formulis Spirit. &c. in particular was in 
very great Diſorder, and it ſeems the Copies 
were not alike; for Joannes Alexander Braſſicanus, 
in his Prefatory Epiſtle, tells us, as find it in the 
Bibliotheca Patrum, that he took a great deal of 
pains, unto Wearineſs, in repurgandis & veſtituen- 
dis, &c. in leaving out and adding many things: 
id quod deerat adjecimus, ſays he. So that all 
things conſidered, it is not improbable that this 
Paſſage may be one of thoſe Additions. To which 
| may ſabjoin, ” | 
Thirdly, That this Text was not neceſſary to 
his Deſign, which (tho l will not ſay he keeps 
ſtrictly to it) was to inſiſt upon myſtical Inter- 
pretations, like the Jewiſh Cabala, under the ſe- 
veral Numbers one, two, three, &c. which the 
Sth Verſe did ſerve him in, This appears in | 
the Title of this Chapter, which is, & Of Num- A De nu- 
bers whoſe Significations are allegorically explained : meris quo- 
whereas the 7th Verſe was not ſubject to ſuch a mm figni- 
lecret figurative Interpretation. And according- r e 
ly in the beginning of OR he prays _ — 
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ſons to the Judgment of the Impartial, who, 
ſtill it muſt be remember'd, that if by any they 
ty of this Teſtimony, yet as *tis the firſt clear 


it was not till a good way in the 5th Century, 


thorize this Text: for it ſignifies little that the 


ia the original Greek of St. John, and thence paſ- 


An Anſwer to Mr. Martin's 
to reveal the ſecret abſtruſe Senſe of the Scrip- 
tures, that he might produce what was their 
ſecret Meaning, However, I ſubmit theſe Rea- 
1 think, will not wholly deſpiſe 'em all: But 
be not thought ſufficient to take off the Authori. 


mention of this Text by any Chriſtian Writer, ſo 


en QHS . 


And now there is nothing remains to be conſi- 
dered, but what Evidence there is to be found 
from the Greek Manuſcripts of the N. T. to au- 


modern Latin or Greek Churches have admitted 
it, unleſs they had Authority from the Greek 
Original for ſo doing; and therefore this Ar- 
ticle of the Greek Manuſcripts is of greateſt Im. 
portance in the Caſe, = 5 
Mr. Martin in his 8th Chapter undertakes to 
ſhew that this Text was found in the Greek Manu- 
(cripts of theſe laſt Ages, and ſays ſo many things 
with ſuch undaunted Confidence, and poſitive 
Aſſurance (which a wiſe and cautious Man would 
not ſay, unleſs he knew '*em to be true) that 
if it be found he has ſaid *em without Truth and 
Evidence, I think it will not gain his Work any 
Credit in the end, tho it may ſtagger the unlear- 
ned Reader at firſt. He begins with a fine popular 
Harangue upon the old Story of its having been 
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ſed into the Italic Verſion, and ſo into St. Ferom's 
Bible, and thence into Charlemain's; for he ſays, 
We muſt not doubt but the learned Men he employ'd 
in correcting the Bible, had Greek Manuſcripts to 
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* Oremus Deum ut revelet abſcondita Scripturarum, & profe- 
ramus quomodo ſecrętiora intellectu ſentiendum fit. . 
1 con- 
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© conſult. And indeed if we muſt not doubt their 
cr having ſuch Manuſcripts, nor that they exactly 
(- corrected the Latin by em in every Place that dif- 
fer'd, nor that they really put this Text in their 
It Bibles, then the Work is done if we may doubt 
y nothing; but Mr. Martin knows theſe things are 
i- doubted, yea, and that ſome, or all of them, are 
Ir deny'd, and ſtrongly oppoſed : and *tis trifling, on 
o no better grounds, to tell us we muſt not doubt 

the principal Matters in debate. 


i- Next he argues from F. Simon's ſaying, This 
Id Paſſage is in very few Greek Copies, that therefore 
u- be grants it. was in many; which is no true Inference 
ie at all, becauſe Mr. Martin, but a few Pages after, 


cites him for ſaying the Text was not in any one 
Greek Manuſcript 3 which he calls contradifting 
himſelf formally, and retracting, &c. but very un- 
reaſonably : for F. Simon having ſeen many Ma- 
nuſcripts in which this Text was wanting, but 
not all that might be ſeen, might well pronounce 
hereupon, that it was not in the greateſt Part of 


gs 'em, and that it cEtainly was but i few, tho 
ve he never intended hereby to ſay it was in any. 
1d And when he had ſearched more throughly, he 


then ventured to ſay it was not in any oe; and 
therefore thoſe vain Triumphs, not to ſay Inſults, 
on that celebrated Scholar; might have been better 
ſpared than utter'd upon ſo ſlender, or rather no 


lar true Occaſion. And if Mr. Martin were not 
ell willing to catch hold of any thing, he would ne- 
aſe ver have made an Argument of ſuch a poor pre- 
n's  **nded Conceſſion of F. Simon, which he knew he. 
ys, MW diſowned, or rectify'd. f 

d And now he comes to Particulars. 1. He tells 
to us, Laurentius Valla, in the 15th Century, recover d 
3 ſeven Greek Manuſoript. and this Paſſage of St. 
* John is found in all ſeven; and he thinks it is hard 


if none of them was then four or five hundred Tears 
0 K k 4 „ 
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old: but however he is ſo modeſt, as to let 'em 
be but three or four hundred Years. And yet after 

all this particular Account, given without mincing, 
or heſitating about it, I dare ſay this Gentleman 
knows nothing of the Matter, but ſpeaks all up- 

on Fancy and Gueſs. If perhaps you imagine he 
has got L. Vs Manuſcripts in his poſſeſſion, or at 
leaſt, that he has ſeen em fully; he tells you no, 
not he, nor any Man elſe that he knows of, has 
Chap. 11. either ſeen Valla's Manuſcripts, or knows what is he- 

An come of em. Is not this a pretty Account? Dr, 

of Proleg. Mill ſays he had only three Greek Manuſcripts, 

4 Ne 1086. Mr. Martin ſays ſeven, Eraſmus ſays, How Valla 
found or read (this Place in St. John) does not fuly 
appear; Mr. Martin ſays roundly, this Text was in 
all the ſeven; and yet does not know any Author 
who ſays he ever ſaw theſe Manuſcripts, nor pro- 
| duces any Words of Yalla's own, to prove that he 

- ſaw this Text in them. | 
Next comes Cardinal Cajetar, and what ſays he 
to the Point ? Truly no more but that he doubted 

whether this Verſe were in the Text; becauſe, 
ſays he, 'tis not in all the Greek Manuſcripts, but 
only in ſome; whence the Difference ariſes, I know not. 

This is much what F. Simon had ſaid, as I have ob- 
ſerved before; he might not ſee the Words in 
any Manuſcript, but at that time never queſtioned 
but they were in ſome. 
Then for the Complutenſian Editors, Mr. Mar- 
tin ſays boldly, that they put this Text in upon 
the warrant of one or more Manuſcripts (he can't 
tell which) and yet takes no notice of the Evi- 
dence given to the contrary in my former Trad, 
that they had it not where it was preſumed and 
pretended they had it. 
As for the Codex Britannicus, by which alone 
Eraſmus was influenced to put the Words into bis 
third Edition; if Eraſmus never ſays he ſaw > 
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what ſignifies it to mention F. Simon's ſaying it? 

And therefore twas very unfair and unjuſt to in- 

ſinuate that I had called in queſtion the Veracity of Chap. x 
this learned Man, two hundred Years after bis Death, mY 
when I never once ſuſpected his Teſtimony in 
the leaſt, and only faid that I never found he 
gave any ſuch Teſtimony. And is his Credit at- 
tainted, by not believing any groundleſs Story that 
others tell of him? Cannot he be thought an honeſt 
Man, if all that they ſay of him ſhould not be true? 
Had that great Man, who was the Vonder and Glory 


„ of his Age, and who laid the Foundations for Af- 
la ter- Ages to build upon, faid ſuch a Word as that 
ly he had ſeen it, I had eaſily relied upon his Since- 
in rity; Who, I conceive, was too great to uſe ſuch 
Or Falſhood and Decelt. | | 
o- Indeed Mr. Martin thinks it enough to ſay, 
he is not our Concern now to inquire what is become of 


this Manuſcript, or if any others have ſeen it beſides 
Eraſmus—and that this Method will introduce 4 
new ſort of Scepticiſm in Matters of Learning, But 
with his leave, I think it does concern us greatly 
to know whether ſuch a Manuſcript be in being 
ſtil, which was too remarkable to be loſt in Ob- 
ſcurity, if it had once been taken notice of; and 
whether any one elſe ever ſaw it, ſince *tis conteſ- 
ted ſo much whether ever Eraſmus ſaw it, or pre- 
tended to it. And 1 dare ſay, ſuch a preſuming 
Credulity as Mr. Martin propounds for the Cure of 
Scepticiſm, which would hinder a ſevere Exami- 
nation into Fa#s, would do, and has done, the 
World far more harm than ſuch Scepticiſm it- 
ſelf; and the longer Men go on to take things ſo 
on _— the more grievous will the Scepticiſm be 
at laſt. . 5 
Stephens's Manuſcripts are next in tale; but on 
what miſtaken Grounds, will be further ſeen in 


the Review of the next Chapter. 


In 


498 An Anſwer to Mr. Martin's 
- In the Year 1574, ſays he, the Louvain Divine 
in a Preface to their Latin Bible, ſay they had 
ſeen this Paſſage of St. John, in many other Greek 
Manuſcripts, as Stephens had in his. As for Ste. 
phens's Manuſcripts, *tis plain they only preſumed 
it from what appeared in his printed Edition; 
but as to what they ſay. themſelves ſaw, I think 
Mr. Martin is miſtaken in interpreting it of any 
Greek Manuſcripts : I ſhall ſet down their own 
Words, in which he has left ont one materia] 
Sentence, which was both in the Latin, and in 
F. Simon's Tranſlation, (with what Deſign he beſt 
knows :) ſpeaking of Ferom's Prologue, This, ſay 

they, confirms the reading of the Text, which is 
likewiſe ſupported by very many Latin Copies ; agreta- 
ble to which Eraſmus cites two Greek Copies, one of 
Britain, the other of Spain; to that of Spain the 
King's Bible is both in all other Places and in this 
conformable : (this laſt Sentence Mr. Martin has 
omitted) we have ſeen many others which agree to 
theſe» Now the word Theſe rather refers to the 
three laſt Copies, one whereof, viz. the King's Bi- 

Printed at ble, was a printed Copy, which ſhews that they 

Antwerp, ſpeak of any Copies promiſcuouſly ; or it may re- 

257% late to the Latin Copies firſt mentioned. But why 

ſhould Mr. Martin pick out the middle Sentence 
only for the reference of theſe Words ? and by 
an unfair Omiſſion repreſent it to his Reader as 
if it were the immediate Sentence before theſe 
Words of Reference, tout d' une ſuite, &c ? He 
ſays they are ſpeaking of Greek Manuſcripts of 
England, &c. but are they not ſpeaking alſo of 
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Quad pro textus lectione facit, & Latinorum librorum plu- 
rimi ſuffragantur, quibus conſentientes duos Græcos codices, u- 
num Britannicum, alterum Hiſpanicum, Eraſmus profert; Hiſpa- 
nico ut ubique & hic conformis eſt Regius: multos alios his con- 
ſonantes vidimus. | e £28 
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Latin Copies, and of King Philip's printed Bible? 
and perhaps Stephens's Manuſcripts, which they 


many which they ſaw did ſo agree to the other. But 
their own Account of them ſhews how they ſaw 
'em, vix. as they were mark'din the printed Copy 
only; and therefore they make ſome doubt whe- 
ther he had placed his Marks right according to 
his Alanuſcripts; nay tis plain that even the Copy 
of Spain, which Eraſmus cites, | was only the 
Complutenſian Edition, and is what theſe Divines, 
I think, do intend here; and not a Manuſcript, as 
Mr. Martin turns it. : 


J.] D 


of theſe Louvain Divines, by Plantin, Au wer piæ 


1584. with the ſame Approbation of AMolanus 
annex'd as in the other Edition; and in their 
5 Notes on this Text, their Words are ſomethin 

I different, & viz. This confirms the reading of the Text, 
1 whereto agrees the Greek Complutenſian Edition, and 
* what are taken from thence, with many others which 


me have ſeen. And then follow the Words about 
Stephens's Manuſcripts,as in the other, but *tis under 
the Title ef the Pariſian Copies. Now this, 
which ſeems to be upon their ſecond Thoughts, 
puts it out of doubt that they ſpake only of 
ſeeing ſeveral printed Editions of the Greek Copies 


ſcript. And I think 'tis not againſt common 
Senſe, as Mr. Martin pretends, to underſtand even 
the former Account ſo, if I had not had this 


— * 


+ Eraſ. in locum, Perlata eſt ad nos editio Hiſpanienſis. 
Again, Exemplar, ex eadem, ni fallor, Bibliotheca (Vaticana) 
petitum, ſecuti ſunt Hiſpani. ST 


ditio, & quæ ex ea ſunt, cumaliis quas vidimus non paucis, con- 
ſonant. Inter omnes Pariſienſium ne unus eſt qui diflideat, &c. 
3 latter 


inſtance in immediately after, may be ſome of the 


But I have now before me the New Teſtament; 


beſides that of Complutum, but no Greek Manu- 


* Quod pro textus lectione facit, cui Græca Complutenſis E- - 


I 
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An Anſwer to Mr. Martin's 
latter, which makes it more plainly appear. 80 
then hitherto no one is proved to have ſeen any 
one Greek Manuſcript for this Text. 
His next Evidence he calls, is F. Amelot, who, 
in his Note on this Text, ſays, Eraſmus ſaid it 


was wanting in one Greek Manuſcript of the Vatican, 


but I find it in the moſt antient Manuſcript of that 
Library, Whether he found it by his own Search, 
or others Information, theſe Words do not fully 
determine. Nor does Eraſmus only ſay it was 
wanting in one Manuſcript of the Vatican, but in 
a moſt anticnt Manuſcript, which he calls Codex per- 
vetuſtus & Liber antiquiſſimus: and ſince we are well 
affur*d the Text is wanting in the famous moſt antient 
Vatican Manufcript, by the conceſſion of Dr. Mil, 
and I think of all that have inquir'd into it, and 


particularly by Caryophilus; and that upon a ſtrid 


Search made by the Criticks, whom Pope Urban 
the 8th employ'd about it; Mr. Amelor's {light 
Teftimony that it was in the moſt antient Manu- 


| ſcript there, cannot be conſiſtent with their more 


accurate and credible Witneſs. Indeed Mr. Du 
Pin ſays Amelot was not very & exact; and Father 
Simon upon ſeveral Occaſions ſhews how vainly he 
uſes to talk. Father Amelot, ſays he, does not 
ſeem to be ſincere, when he ſpeaks of his ſearching 


out of Manuſcripts; and that he ſpeaks of Manu- 


ſeripts which were never extant but in his own Ima- 
oination + and as to his having carefully ſearched 
the Vatican Manuſcripts, he ſays, be cou?d not affirm 
it, ſince he produces no various readings but ſuch as are 
in print; and that he never ſaw, but in print, what 
he call'd ſeeing the Manuſcripts. So that I think 


we may ſet this Witneſs aſide. 


— 


— 


* Hiſt. of Canon: of O. and N. Teſt. Vol. 2. ch. 3. $I. 
+ Crit. Hit of Veri. of N. . Ch, 32, and 33: 
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Diſſertation on 1 John 5. 7. 
His laſt is a ſort of Ear-Witneſs rather, viz. 


*tis ſaid there is alſo one (Mahuſcript) at Berlin in 


the King's Library, that is believed to be 500 Tears 
old. Fat her Long reports it on the Teſtimony of Sau- 
bertus and Trollius; and Dr. Kettner, on a Letter 
that he ſays he received of it from M. Jablonski, &c. 
But Mr. Martin,' who makes the moſt of every 
thing, does not quite venture to ſay, that chis 
Text is reported to be in that Manuſcript, [ tho 
his Tranſlator makes him ſay fo ; of which 1 will 
not take any advantage, becauſe I think he has 
done his Author ſome wrong] but it has the face 
of ſuch an artful Inſinuation. Father Long ſays 
only there is a Manuſcript, and refers to Saubert 


(whom Ihave not ſeen) and Trollius, whom I have 
conſulted 3 and he only tells us what ſort of Book 


it is, viz. written in great Letters, Literis un- 
cialibus, and without Accents, &c. but ſays not 
one word of this Text in St. John: and if M. 
Fablonski's Letter has ſaid no more than theſe, 
what is this Manuſcript mention'd for? If there 
be a Manuſcript at Berlin that wants this Verſe, 
does this prove the Text to be genuine? Or if 
Mr. Martin means, that we don't yet know what 
is in that Manuſcript, is that an Argument for 
us to conclude, that it is in it, contrary to all 
the other Greek Manuſcripts that we know of in 


the World ? Surely the Preſumption lies oa the 


other ſide; and this Gentleman cou'd ſo eaſily 
have gain'd Satisfaction from Berlin in this Point, 


that J ſuſpect he was fearful there was no ſuch 


Verſe in this Manuſcript ;, or elſe he wou'd have 
come abroad well fortity'd with ſuch an Authority - 
and if ſo, *twas not ingenuous to make ſuch a 
deceitful Flogriſh in ſo ſerious an Argument. 
But if indeed it has the Text, and we can be 
aſſured how the Caſe ſtands upon that Manuſcript, 
it will then deſerye good Conſideration, and be 
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ſome · body, that there is a Greek Manuſcript which 
has in it we cannot tell what. | 


known this, and conceaPd it; nay, if he could 


24, Kc. (when yet he was driven to ſuch hard 


of his Diſſertation, vix. that he had learned from 
the Book of Fob, 13.7. That we ſhould not talk detcit- 
fully for God. And if he did not know it, which Pl 
ſuppoſe, his offering it to the World at all adven- 


known this, I ſhou'd think it ſuch an Imputation on 


An Anſwer to Mr. Martin's 
of more weight than all the reſt that he haz 
offer'd: Till then, 'tis amuſing the World with 
random Conjectures, and unfair Inſinuations, to 
tell 'em, they ſay ſome-body has written to 


But ſince my writing what relates to the Berlin 
Manuſcript, I have receiv'd Information from 2 
very {ure Hand, that this Verſe is not in the Body 
of that Manuſcript, but that it has been ſince in. 
ſerted in the Margin, and the Manuſcript is not 
above 300 Tears old neither. If Mr. Martin had 


ſtill not only inſinuate this Aanuſcript to be in 
confirmation of his Argument, when it was di- 
rectly againſt it; but alſo cou'd even venture to 
add this vain Triumph immediately upon it, W: 
fee here Manuſcripts more than ſufficient to convince 


Shifts, of pretending a falſe Authority to make 
out but one ſuch Manuſcript e) I ſay, if he had 


his Sincerity in writing, that I cou'd not tell how 
to reconcile it to what he had ſaid at the Entrance 


tures, with ſuch an Air of Boaſting, is nothing to 
the Reputation of his Diſcretion 3 and will, I 
hope, convince him how unfit ſuch a preſaming 
confident Imagination is, to be brought into an 
Inquiry of this nature. However, if he be fill 
burdened with a ſuperfluity of good Greek Ms. 
nuſcripts, having this Text, I conceive they will 
all be taken off his Hands, and not one left 
him to turn to. 

LE + And 
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And now upon a Survey of all hitherto ſaid, 


| it appears that Mr. ee has ſcraped together 
anche things little and great, that he cou'd think 
of, that fo he might make a huge Heap and pom- 
\ WH pous Show of Numbers; and then with a popular 
IE Flouriſh retails 'em our ſingly, firſt by the Names 
1 of the Authors who were mention'd about *em ; 
Vila, Ximenes, Eraſmus, Stephens, and many other 
ned Men have ſeen em then by their place, 
„be in France, ſome in Spain, ſome in England, 
t ad ſme in the Netherlands: and after all this, 
q ſays he, Shall the Text not have been in the Greek 
d Mmuſcripts ſtill? And he has the Courage to ſay 


n what | think is one of the ſtrangeſt thin gs to be faid : 
li- with ſo great Aſſurance, VIZ, M. "© ſee bere, ſays 

0 he, more Manuſcripts than there is need of, to con- 

vince as that this Text is not found only in a very + 


" few Manuſcripts, nor only, in ſuch as are more mo- 


id dern, as Father Simon wou'd make us believe. What! 
ke more than is needful? and yet after all, not one? 
ad How eafily are ſome Men. ſatisfy'd! 4; 


. 1 2 * 3 


In the laſt place, we are come in his 9th Chap. 


"W to Stephens's Manuſcripts. It has been. ſhown, 
ice that of all his, fixteen Manuſcripts, (for ſo many 4 
om Dr. Ai had allowed beſides the Complutenſian „ 
eit Copy, Proleg. N* 1176.) only ſeven had St. 
Pi John's Epiſtle; and that all theſe are found to 5 
en- want this Verſe, tho, by miſtake, Stephens's Greek i 
5 to Edition has marked only the words, in Heaven, | 
I, 1 ” 7 Sear, to be wanting. Mr. Martin being ſen- 1 
ing WM fible this preſſes very hard, pretends to fer this 1 
an WM Matter in a clearer Light than ever; and un- q 
ſil WW dertakes to ſhew that more than ſever of Ste- 4 
Me. bens Manuſcripts had this Epiſtle, and conſe- i 
will quently had this Verſe, for certainly they are not | 1 


among thoſe ſeven which are marked as wanting 
It. And he is ſorry to find that Mr, Roger, Doctor 
And of Divinity at Bourges, and writing in defence 
| - „ too 


An Anſwer to Mr. Martin's 


too of the Text, has, after his ſtrict Examins 
tion of Stephens's Greek Teſtament (in which hi 


Manuſcripts are referred to) declared that he 


can find but ſever belonging to this Epiſtle ; and 
that not one of Stephens's Manuſcripts had thi; 
Verſe, tho, ſays Mr. Martin, they have always 
been accounted a Bulwark thereof : and, he ſays, 
Mr. Roger has not computed aright. 

But 1 am amazed to ſee how weakly Mr. Mar- 


tin goes about the Proof of this great Diſcovery; 


ſcripts. 


he mentions three more Manuſcripts of Stephens 


as having this Epiſtle of St. John, not before 
obſerved ; theſe are marked uf. . 18. i. e. 14. 15, 
16. and he proceeds ſtill upon his accuſtomed 
Topick of Preſumption: becauſe, forſooth, all 
the Epiſtles of the New Teſtament, viz. St. Paul's, 
and the ſeven Catholick, and the Revelation, are 
wont ſometimes, to make one Volume ;, therefore 


finding by Srephens's Teſtament that theſe Mau- 


ſcripts had St. Paul's Epiſtles before, and the Re- 
velation of Sr, John behind, he ſtrenuouſly argues 
that the ſeven Catholick Epiſtles were ſurely ig 
the middle. However, ſince the Manuſcryt 
mark'd 2%. is referred to, upon 2 Per. 1. 4. which 
is one of thoſe ſeven Catholick Epiſtles, he doubts 
not but that Manuſcript reach'd St. John's Epiſtle 
alſo, and ſays briskly, this makes eight Manu- 


But certainly Mr. Adartin cannot be ſo weak, 
to think this will paſs for a good and invincible 
Proof with Men of Senſe. Did he never ſee an 


old Bible which had beginning and end, and yet 


wanted ſome parts between? If he had read and 


conſidered Dr. Mill, he wou'd have found it ſo 


here; that accurate Inquirer tells us often, with 
exact nicety, what Books, what Chapters, and 
what Parts of a Chapter, are wanting in ſeveral 
of the Manuſcripts, And he tells us theſe _ 

| * : | we * 
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were mutilated ; and as to the Iaſt, 0. he is ſo 
particular, that he tells us this was a Copy of 
three Goſpels, Matthew, Luke, and John, but that 
at the end were Two Leaves, in which was a part Milli Pro- 
| of Act 10th Chap. and the firſt Chap. of the ad leg. Ne 
Epiſtle of Peter. One might hope: ſuch a great nv 
Diſappointment as this ſhou'd take us off from 116. 
preſuming and fancying, where Fact, lie ſo croſs 
in the St EH lead „ 

He brings Beza, as one well acquainted, he 
thinks, with the matter, to confirm this Point, 


; viz, That more than thoſe noted ſever Manuſcripts 
+ WH of Stephens had St. John's Epiltle in em, and con- 
ſequently this Verſe 5 becauſe he ſays, this Verſe is 
| in the Manuſcripts of England——and in ſome of 


Stephens's antient Manuſcripts. Vet I do not 

e think it appears by all that Mr. Martin ſays, 

e but that Bez intended it of thoſe aforeſaid ſe- 
„ven Manuſcripts, which he, as well as others, ima- 

gined by Stephen “'s Marks to have all but the words 7 
in Heaven; which ſmall Defect might yet not j 


ia hinder him from ſaying in general Terms, the 

pt Verſe was there : And tho after he had ſaid this | 

ch i Verſe is in ſome of Srephers's antient Manuſcripts, 

5 he adds that the Words, in Heaven, are wanting | 
e 


in ſcven Manuſcripts 3 it does not follow that he 
Ciſtinguiſhes theſe ſeven from the ſome Manu- 
ſcripts before, but only that he expreſſes the 
number of Manuſcripts determinately, which ben. 


bie fore he had. expreſſed indefinitely and uncertainly: 
an And what wonder is it, tho he did not expreſs 

yet himſelf fo accurately in a Matter he might be in 
and fome Confuſion about? = LS” 

t ſo But ſuppoſing Bez did, as perhaps he might, 


imagine that ſome other Manuſcripts of Stephens 
and had this Verſe; this has been long thought by o- 
eral Itbers, thro miſtake, and why might not he miſ- 


bree take as well as others? 1 
ere „ 1 
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what was the genuine Text 


in his rebus viderit, vir alias eruditus & perſpicax, 


An Anſwer to. Mr. Martin's 
For tho Mr. Martin repreſents Beza, as having 


ſeen all Stephens's Manuſcripts, and compared em, 


and that they were in his hands, &c. and thence in- 
fers from Beza's Words, that the whole Verſe was 
in ſome of em; and afterwards argues, that in the 
reſt of them only the t π searg,; in Heaven, was 
wanting; and that Stephens's Marks were not 
wrong plac'd; becauſe Beza, who would have 
obſerv'dit, if he had found the contrary to either 
of theſe things, appears to confirm it all: yet 


LI apprehend the very Foundation of his whole 


Argument is but a miſtaken Preſumption; for 


it no way appears that ever Beza had all, if ary 


of Stephens's Manuſcripts, or that he had the Ma- 
nuſcripts of the King's Library to compare at all: 
and tho he uſes the Phraſes, Legimus, & inveni- 
mus in noſtris; We read, and we find them, &c. 
and compares them with the (ſuppoſed) Britiſ 
Copy; yet all this might well enough be, with- 
out reading *em any where but in Stephens's own 
Collections. 14 

And this is moſt likely, if we. conſider the 
Caſe of Beza. Henry Stephens, the Son of Robert, 
had collected the Readings of ten more Copies, and 
written 'em into one of the New Teſtaments of 
his Father's fair Edition, which had already fo 
many various Readings noted in the Margin; this 
Treaſure was put into Beza's hands, who being 
thus furniſhed, ſeems to have taken little or no fur- 
ther care to make any ſearch of himſelf into thoſe 
Copies or Manuſcripts, -. nor perhaps ever to have 
ſeen em; inſomuch that Dr. Mili thought he had 
reaſon to ſay *, That. he took no care to ſearch ou 
And when accidental- 


\ 1 


—— —„— 


* N* 1258. Proleg. De hoc enim parum laborat, & ubi de 
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ly he treated of it, he did but ſhew how little or no= 
thing in a manner he ſaw into thoſe Matters, tho o- 
therwiſe a learned and ſagacious Man. How Mori- 

Aus alſo blames him, may be ſeen in Dr. Srilling fleet 

on the Trinity, p. 159, Ce. ae: 
But there need no more, Words about it, 
the Matter is determined before; for if, as is al- 
ready proved, Stephens had not one Manuſcript of 
St. John's Epiſtle more than the ſeven which he 
had marked in the Margin, then to what pur- 
poſe does Mr. Martin make ado to force the con- 
trary out of Beza's Words? wiz. that his ſome 
Aanuſcripts were not of thoſe ſeven, i. e. were 
none of all he had. So that here is no News from 
Beza, of any one Greek Manuſcript which has all 
the Verſe; for theſe ſeven, he owns, want ſome 
Words. And let Mr. Mar tin hold to it ever ſo 
tenaciouſly, or reaſon ever ſo finely upon it, 'tis 
either Beza ſpeaks wrong, or himſelf by miſta- 
king him, argues ſo, ſince tis againſt plain Fact. 
And therefore I judge Beza's Words can do him 
but very little ſervice, in his 10th Chapter, to juſ- 
tify the Marks of Srephens's Edition being rightly 
placed; it being what he probably never exami- 
ned into; and Stephens himſelf might not have it 
ſuggeſted. to him. It has already been ſaid and 
manifeſted, that there is Proof of this Miſtake in 
thoſe Marks, from ocular Inſpection into ſeveral 
of thoſe Greek Manuſcripts which are found to 
want the whole Verſe; but not one that wants 
only the Words in Heaven, as the Semicircle is 
put in Sephens's printed Edition. This Mr. Mar- See Full Ins 
tin ought to have taken notice of, and then he qui). 
would have bluſh'd to ſay, in the Concluſion of his 
Book, that his Oppoſers alledge nothing but Reaſo- 
nings without Proof, but that be eſtabliſhes Facts up- 

. on Ieſtimony; and, that his Adverſaries argue 
ki ere E from the Text's not being in the Vatican nor A- 

, "KL S lexandrian 
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An Anſwer to Mr. Martin's 
lexandrian Manuſcripts, that therefore it was in none 
of Stephens's. No Sir, we argue, that becauſe tis not 
now found, nor any Raſure pretended, in any Ma- 
nuſcripts, even not in thoſe which Stephens had, 
that thereforeit was not there formerly, and that 
the Semicircle was miſplaced : So that on our fide 
is the Proof from Fact, on yours from Reaſoning; 
' againſt it; while you bring not one Manuſcript in 

proof, nor one Witneſs that ſays he ſaw ſuch a 
one upon his own immediate Search. _ 
And I would know what made the Louvain Di- 
vines make the Doubt long, Whether the Semi- 
circle were in its due Place? Surely they had ſome 
reaſon for ſuch a particular Suſpicion. So that 
I think the Buſineſs of Srephens's Manuſcripts 
ſtands as I put it before, and Mr. Martin has 
found no Evidence of any one Greek Manuſcript 
here, which yet is his laſt and chief Refuge; for 
as to his Codex Britannicus, I think there needs 
no more be ſaid to it, than that Eraſmus either 
never ſaw it, or however judged tt to be corrupt- 
ed in this Place by ſome modern Interpolation. 
Nor is that any inſuperable Difficulty which Mr. 


Martin pretends, ſaying, that Stephens ſhould at 
once have ſaid/ in the Margin, iy ner, &c. i. e. it 
$Tanting in all, rather than ſaid, tis not in this, 


nor this, nor this, and ſo of all the ſeven Manuſcripts, 
if he had no more. Perhaps indeed that had been 
the ſherter way ; but who knows the Reaſons of 
Mens Fancies, or why they chuſe this or that way 
of 1 themſelves, when they are at their 
own liberty? Perhaps when Stephen, ſaw moſt of 


the Verſe in the Complutenſian Edition, and in 
that of Eraſmus, he was loth bluntly to ſay ſo 
harſh a thing, as that he could find it in no Ma- 
nuſcript, and ſa might chuſe to ſay it more 
ſoftly, viz. not in eve nia tho theſe 


t ſo obvious 
to 


n 
indeed were all he had, yet this was n 
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to be obſerved [by many, as the other had been, 
and therefore was leſs offenſive, _ 


But it may be asked, whence then did Stephens 


take theſe Words, ſince he did put 'em into his 
Text? Ref. *Tis enough that we can anſwer in 
the Negative upon good Authority, that he bad 


'em not from any of his Greek Manuſcripts, and 


then tis no great matter where elſe he found 'em. 
Probably he took 'em, as he did the Words 
e N £219, from the Complutenſian Edition; only 
the latter part of the Verſe not being ſo agreeable 
to the Latin Bibles, as *twas in Eraſmus, from his 
ſuppoſed Britiſh Greek Manuſcript, he might pre- 
fer the reading of this latter, and take u- Tees w 
em, rather than the &: Tees 1s 72 iy, 

Dor is it any ſuch puzzling Queſtion as Mr. Mar- 
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tin fancies, viz, Why did Stephens obſerve that ch. 10. 


the Complutenſian Edition had is d iv, i. e. agree in 
one, as peculiar to it, if the whole Verſe was ſo? | 
anſwer, none can ſay the whole was peculiar to 
it, when the ſuppoſed Britiſh Manuſcript, and E- 
raſmus's Edition alſo had the reſt of the Yerſe ; 
and therefore this Part only was peculiar, and fo 
was fit to be obſerved. 9 — 

Mr. Martin in Chap. 11. is fo over-critical in 
marking the Differences of the Codex Britannicus, 
and the Greek of the Council of Lateran, that he 
obſerves one conſiderable Difference to be 3m and 
2, When a very little Knowledge of the Greek 


would ſuggeſt that it was only an Erratum; pro- 


bably the Mark over the dr, a Circumflex with 


an Aſpirate, was placed ſo as to be taken for a Tau, 
anda part of the Word. 6 


I cannot but remark one thing more in Mr. 


Martin's 11th Chapter: He tells us, The Complu- 


tenſian Edition does not teach, as do all the others, 


the Unity of Eſſence in the three Perſons, but the Unity 


of their Teſtimony, But then ask him and others, 


LI what 
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An Anſwer to Mr. Martin's 


what they mean by ſo often vouching this Au- 


thority ? If we grant 'em this, then they will 


gain a Text which does not teach che Unity of Eſ- 
ſence in the three -Perſons, but the contrary ; and 


then perhaps they will throw it up again, and be 
as angry that we receive it, as they were before 
that we rejected it. Let 'em tell us whether they 


_ think we ſhou'd or ſhou'd not ad mit it, or elſe let *em 


never more urge us with the Complutenſian Copy. 
The two Teſtimonies which Mr. Martin touches 


on in his 12th Chapter are amongſt the ſuppoſi- 
titious Works aſcribed to Athanaſius. The firſt, 


taken from the Synopſis Script. has been obſerved 
to be no plain Evidence of any regard to thi 


Text, let the Author be who it will; and for the 


other Author, Mr. Martin does not know but he 
was a Latin, tho he thinks he poſlibly might be a 
Greek : but of the 5th or 6th Century however, 


which is not worth ſtriving about; ſince it can 


come but to this, that among the Multitude of 
Greek Writers, one, who poſlibly might be Greek, 
ſeems to have ſome relation to ſuch a Text, but 
all the reſt are ſilent £ and yet his Words 7}, 
will agree to the 8th Yerſe, by omitting (d), as 
much as to the 7th by adding the (73): ſo that 
this Anſwer will remain good againſt all he has ſaid 
about the difference of the Latin and the Greek. 
His 13th Chapter tells us, that this Verſe is made 
uſe of in the Greek Church, in her Confeſſion of 


Faith, Ritual, and Leſſons , which may eaſily be, 


and yet be but of late Date. If he cou'd ſhew 


us they had it in their Offices in the Primitive 


Ages, *twere to the purpoſe; but to ſay any of 
their Offices, which from Age to Age have been 
ſubje& to variations or additions, have It zom, 15 
to ſay nothing: And to argue, that if they took 
it into the publick Leſſon, (which is an antient part 
of the Office) it muſt be becauſe they knew it wa 

| an 
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an omiſſion, and that it ought to be added; is juſt the 


or any Greek Edition o 
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ſame as to ſay, whoever. * it into the Bible, 
F the New Teſtament 
(which New Teſtament is certainly a very old 
Book) did it becauſe they knew it was a defect, 
and that it ought to be added; which they cou'd 
not have thought, if the Words had not been in 
their Greek Bibles before, i. e. that it cou'd never 
have come in at all, if not at the. firſt Penning of 
St. John's Epiſtle. Which is a pretty ſhort Ar- 
gument, but there needs no great Guard againſt 


its Force, by them who believe an Addition or 


Alteration to be no impoſſible thing. Let Mr. 
Martin prove this, and he will carry his Point 


indeed, by Reaſon, which he ſeems not ſo likely 


to do, by Evidence of Fact. 


come now to conſider briefly his Evaſions of 


the Arguments againſt. this Text, which he call 


1, The Greek Manuſcripts have not thi Text; Ch. x; 
but then, ſays he, they want ſome other Texts alſo, 
which yet are Genuine. Reſp, Some Manuſcripts 
may want one Text, and others another; but is 
there one. Text of good Authority which they 
all want? for ſo the Caſe is here. 
2. The Councils of Nice and Sardica mention it Ch. 2. 
not: but it was, ſays. he, Chap. 2. becauſe they had 
no conteſt about the Trinity, but only the Deity of the 
Son, Reſp. Very good! But was not this Text as 
much to the purpoſe for the Son's Deity, as for 
the Holy Spirit's, or as for the Deity of all the 
three Perſons ? Is not the Son one of the Trinity? 
and wou'd not a Text that ſhou'd be thought to 
prove Father, Son, and Spirit to be one God, 
proye as ſtrongly, that the Father and Son are one? 
Was it not on all ſuch occaſions as good a Proof 
as that Text, 1 and my Father are one ? 


Objections, in his Second Part, viz. = 


| 3-:The 


3 | © 3 
An Anſwer to Mr. Martin's 
3. The Greek Fathers did not mention it; but 
yet it might, he thinks, have been in ſome other if 
their Writings, which are loſt , as the Text of ba. 
tixing in the Name of the Father, the Son, and ti 

iris (and ſome others) is not uſed by em in 


S 
| . Treatiſes where it was proper. Reſp. What 


is this to our Caſe, where the Word. are 


not omitted in one part, and found in another, or 


by one Writer, but found in other Greek Writers 


of his Age; but are omitted in al the genuine 


Works of all the Greek Writers of ſo many 
Hundred Years that have remained? *Tis a hard 
Preſumption indeed to imagine it ſhou'd be in 
a great many loſt Writings, and not preſerved in 


one of the many we have, to which they were ſo 


pertinent. As for the Latin Writers, they are 
accounted for in my Inquiry. a 
4. The Fathers who mention the 8th Veſt, 
and yet not the 7th, ſays he, had only occa- 
fron for the one, and the other was not proper 


to their purpoſe. Reſ. It might indeed happen fo 


in ſome Inſtances, but not in all. Not in Cyril, 
who had plainly more occaſion for the 7th Verſe 
than for the 8th, in order to prove the Holy 


Spirit God, or to have the Name of God. | appeal 


to any Man, if the 7th Yerſe be not more likely 
to anſwer that purpoſe than the Water, Blood, and 
Spirit, &c. Not in Auguſtin, for he directly wait: 
ed ſuch a Text to prove his point, viz. That where 
Two or more are ſaid in Scripture to be One, they are 


not different, but the ſame thing; nothing cou'd 


have hit his Fancy better, if it had been know 


to him. Not in Facundus ſurely, who urged the 


3th Ver. for proof of the Trinity, but not the 7th. 
Mr. Martin ſays, he ought to have ſtuck to this la 
But *tis certain he did not; and for what rea. 
ſon but this, that he knew not of any ſuch Text? 
And alſo that the 1 by — 

TEE eſti- 
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Spirit's being one, intended it only, as he expreſly 
fs St. Cyprian did intend it, of the myſtical In- 


terpretation of the 8th Yerſe. So that this Ex- 


cuſe will not do, 


Beſides, had they never any occaſion for the 7th 


Verſe ? Cou'd they find no opportunity for bring- 


ing in this, one of the moſt excellent. Paſſages of the , 
whole Scripture, as Mr. Martin calls it, before he 
has proved it to be any part at all? Where are 


theſe Inſtances ? What, not once in all St, Au- 
guſtine's Ten large Tomes ! Again, had not ſuch 
a Commentator on St. John's Epiſtle, . as Bede, 
(the moſt learned Man perhaps in the 8th Cen- 
tury,) the ſame occaſion for the 7th Yerſe, viz, to 
comment upon it, if it had lain in his way as 
the other did? Which was all the Occaſion he 
vanted, that I know of, Therefore Mr. Martin 
aas in his 5th Chap. f 5 

5+ Commentators have always been at liberty to ex- 
pound only what Paſſages they pleas'd. Reſp. True, 


they are ſo, for none can compel 'em; but I think 


Men are not wont to uſe their Liberty in this 
manner without ſome Reaſon, and againſt Reaſon, 
and the World's ExpeQation; or without, ſome 
Apology for it, eſpecially in ſo remarkable a Text. 


Oecumenius had no reaſon to omit it, and Bede as 


little, Chryſoſtom indeed might omit or paſs over 
one Sentence that was eaſy and plain, or of ſmaller 


and ſo another might do by others: But how 
comes it that both Oecumenius and Bede ſhou'd 
agree to. omit this ſame Text ſo very remarkable? 


obſerve the Words? „ | 
But Mr. Martin objects, Oecumenius and Bede 


as much reaſon to ſay ſomething to it, tho 8 


— 


1 . v 


Teſtimony of St. John for the Father, Word, and 


importance, or that often occurr'd, or the like; 


Or is there one old Commentator that ever did 


knew it to be a Text receiv'd by ſome; and ſo had | 
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| An. Anſwer to Mr. Martin's 
had not own'd it, and yet are quite ſilent, again 
all reaſon that we can give. ' Reſp. This is pre. 
ſuming what is not granted; for Oecumenius he. 
ing a Greek Writer, cou'd probably have no 
manner of occaſion to ſpeak of it: foraſmuch 
as this Paſſage does not appear to have been in 
one Greek Manuſcript of the New Teſtament to 
his time, nor mention'd by one genuine and 
known Greek Writer, what Reaſon cou'd he have 
to ſay any thing about a Matter that had never 
been in being? Surely it muſt have been by a 
Spirit of Prophecy; for Mr. Martin has not ſhewn 
it was in St. John's Epiſtle in Oecumenius's time, 
he has only ſad it, and it had been ſtrange if le 
had mark d a Text which he had never ſeen. 
As for Bede, the Words might. begin perhaps 
to be taken into ſome private Latin Copies befor: 
his time, in Africa or other remote places; jt 
probably he had never ſeen or known it: and not 
having it in his Latin, nor in the Greek Copies, 
what reaſon had he to take notice of it ? Mr. 
Martin makes a vain Suppoſition, that Hede found 
his Latin Copy had it; and that if his Greek 
wanted it, he ſhou'd not have failed to take no- 
tice of it; whereas no ſuch thirg. appears, but 
rather both wanted it. As for Bede's knowing 
that Cyprian, Victor Vit. and Fulgencius had cited 
theſe Words, this is but a precarious Suppoſition 
neither; for if this was judged to be only their 
myſtical Interpretation of the 8th Verſe, then 
Bede had nothing to ſay of it, as of another Text 
> _ we. 
And indeed, if he had known the Words of 
St. Cyprian, and of the African Biſhops, Oc. 
(which yet does not appear) and had taken em 
to refer to a dirett Text in St. John, yet if hc 
knew of no ſuch Text, how cou'd he tell where 
to inſert it? Or where to take notice of 4 
3 5 | Wie- 
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whether in St. John's Goſpel or Epiſtle ? Therefore 
it were no wonder he ſhou'd not mention ſuch a 
looſe uncertain Matter in St. Cyprian. But it had 
been ſtrange indeed, if finding the Text in his 
Bible, he on d omit to comment on chat inn 
courſe, when yet he commented on the reſt round 
about it, before and behind. a. 

So that I think theſe” Apologies aud Excuſes are 
too thin and weak to pals in the World; but the 
eſt of ir is, the, Fathers need eu ne, in my" 
Opinion 5 - becauſe they had a much more fubſtan=; 2 
tial Reaſon for not mentioning h/, Words, if they 

b 1 / $11, MT , ry 
never found em in their Bible. + ABR 


; | * IA 2 Jt: <a... « | vt 
And now 1 'muſt leave it to the judicious and | 


D 


candid Readers to confider, whether Mr. Martin 
had good reaſon to go off with ſd much Oſtenta- E: 
tion and Opinion of his Performance. On the | "W 
oppoſite Part, ſays he, we bave nothing but_Reaſoenings | 
without Proofs 5 on ours, evident Proofs and Rea- 
ſonings upon em. We ſettle a Matter of Fact on 
poſitive Teſtimonies of Witneſſes, without ambiguity, 
without exception they alledge dumb Witneſſes that 
can't ſpeak by Signs, — Manuſcripts that have not the 
Text; Writers who have not quoted it. 
Where are theſe Fa#s ? theſe poſitive foofi, 
againſt which nothing can be ſaid? What! 1 ſüp- 
poſe the Berlin Manuſcript of 500 Years old? 
and all above the ſeven Manuſcripts of Stephens, 
which had, this Epiſtle? . And where are they? 
Bring forth. your Witneſſes ; IL doubt they ent ſpeak 
ſo much as by Signs, for there is not any Sign of 
'em that I can ſee. And I ſuppoſe Ferom's Preface, 
and the Brit; inviſible Manuſcript; &c. here are 
Facts indeed alledged, but they are only ſuppoſe 
Facts that want confirmation. | 
The moſt plauſible Witneſs is St. Cyprian, which 
yet is not ſo plain, but that much is very reaſonably 
laid to ſhew he ſpake of another Text, | 1 
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urge a Text of our, Lord's (as is pretended) fpeak- 
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>. They have dun Witneſſes —Aanuſcripts that havg. 


ing of Aalener by Name, or ug; muff not 
negative Witneſſes confute it, by ſhewing tis 
not ſo in afiy .Greek Manuſcript Copy, nor men- 
tion'd in any genuine Greek Writer for many 


hundred Vears! nor pretended to by any Favon- 


rers of Mahomet in the firſt ſetting up their Re. 
ligion ? avs have we not all this Evidence 2. 
gainſt chi Verſef Hl produce a blank Paper, does 
not it prove there is no writing in it, only be- 
cauſe tis ſilent and cant ſhag) 

| To conclude; 5f i: be ſo in faßt, I hope tis no 
faulty Poſitiveneſs. or Confidence do y it, vik. 
That ther is not one old Greek Maitre 
the New Teſtament, written before Printing, Wh 
known of to the World, which warrants ths. 
Text for genuine, tho there be a huge Number 
which all want it. So that I' hope no candid Mau 
will ſay I am immodeſt in pronouncing it doubt- 
ful, or chat I wou'd not receive it, which I am 
ſure ou'd, if E bad ſufficient Evidence that 
ever Sh. J had deliver d it to the Sainti,. CORTE 
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